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The  disputed  texts,  1  Tim.  iii.  16;  Acts  xx» 
28  ;  1  John  v.  7,  8 ;  next  claim  attention,  on  ac- 
count of  their  doctrinal  importance.  But  before 
we  enter  upon  the  subject,  it  will  be  necessary  to 
premise  some  account  of  Griesbach's  scheme,  and 
of  the  principles  upon  which  he  impeaches  the 
authority  of  the  Received  Text,  in  the  Vulgate 
editions  of  the  Greek  Testament;    and   of  the 
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grounds  upon  which  he  undertakes  to  correct  it 
in  his  critical  editions ;  especially  the  second  en- 
larged edition,  in  which  he  alters  the  received 
readings  of  the  foregoing  texts,  more  boldly  than 
he  had  ventured  to  do  in  his  first  edition  *  ;  and, 
with  some  unquestionable  improvements,  has,  in 
other  places,  disimproved  the  sacred  text,  by  his 
corrections. 

This  inquiry  is  due  to  his  acknowledged  cele- 
brity, and  to  the  real  merit  of  his  edition,  in  some 
respects.  For  however  objectionable  he  may  be 
found  in  his  scheme^  and  in  the  structure  of  his 
Text ;  he  is  intitled  to  unqualified  praise,  in  his 
Notes.  From  the  great  mass  of  150,000  various 
readings,  we  are  told,  furnished  by  his  own,  and 
his  predecessors'  collations  of  upwards  of  400 
Greek  IManuscripts,  he  has  formed  a  judicious 
selection  of  the  principal  readings,  and  arranged 
them  in  a  perspicuous  order  and  method  ;  and  by 
the  comprehensive  brevity  of  his  ingenious  nota- 
tion, by  various  sigloi  or  marks,  resembling  Alge- 
braic symbols,  he  has  condensed  into  two  Octavo 
volumes,  a  quantity  of  matter  which,  if  expressed 
at  length  in  common  language,  would  fill  several 

*  Cum  aiinis  abhinc  22,  novum  Graeci  textus  Novi  Testa«. 
mcnti  recciisioncm  in  lucem  cniittcre  iiicipircin,  timidiuscule 
di)ctorum  virorum  judicium  expcctabara.  Nuvus  enim  et 
paene  temerarius  vidt^-batur  aiisus,  a  tcxtu  rccedere  vulco 
rccepto;  qui,  diuturno  usu  inter  onincs  ita  obtinucrat,  ut 
sanctitatis  quandam  speciem  pros  se  ferret.  Prasfat.  ad  se- 
cundam  Edit.  A,  D.  1790". 
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Folios ;  and  has  furnished  thereby  a  general  and 
commodious //^^ej',  to  the  great  body  oi  Manu- 
scripts, Ancient  Versions,  and  early  Fathers, 
which  compose  his  critical  apparatus ;  highly  use- 
ful to  all  Biblical  scholars;  even  to  those  who  do 
not  approve  his  scheme,  nor  adopt  his  system  of 
classification. 

A  superficial,   partial,  and  imposing  view  of  his 
profound  and  elaborate  work,    the  result  of  the 
labours,  and  researches  of  thirty  or  forty  years,  has 
been  given  in  a  few  pages,  by  the  editors  of  the 
Unitarian  Version  of  the  New  Testament.     This 
view,   I  shall  endeavour  to  correct,   and  complete, 
in  the  most  material  parts,  from  the  result  of  a 
careful  examination  and  comparison  of  the  principal 
documents,  on  both  sides ;  the  learned  Prolegomena 
and  Prefaces  of  JVetstein,  Griesbach,  and  Mat- 
thcei,  &c.  in  their  respective  editions  of  the  Greek 
Testament;    Michaelis'    critical    review    of    the 
ancient  versions,  manuscripts  and  editions  of  the 
New  Testament,  enriched  with  Marslis  notes,  in 
his  Introduction  to  the  New  Testament,  vol.  II. 
which  constitutes  the  principal  merit  of  that  un- 
equal work  ;    Travis's  able  vindication  of  the  au- 
thenticity of  1  John  V.  7-  in  his  Letters  to  Gibbon, 
Edit.  3,  1794;  Porsons  acute  reply,  in  his  Let- 
ters to  Travis ;  Marsh's  very  ingenious,  learned, 
and  elaborate  Letters  to  Travis,  Leipzig,    1 79^  ; 
and  though  last  not  least,  Nolans  Inquiry  into 
the  Integrity  of  the  Greek  Vulgate,    1815,— a 
work  of  uncommon  research  and  close  reasoning, 
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aftording  an   excellent  clue   to   the  labyrinth  of 
Griesbach's  scheme. 

The  general  outline,  or  ground  plan,  oi  Gries- 
bactis  fanciful,  but  well  fabricated  scheme,  may 
be  thus  traced,  from  his  own  luminous  arrange- 
ment, in  the  Prolegomena. 

I.  He  impeaches  the  authority  of  the  received 
text,  in  the  Vulgate  editions  of  the  Greek  Testa- 
ment ;  upon  the  plea  of  the  incompetency  of  the 
original  editors  of  the  standard  editions  which 
compose  its  basis.     Sect.  I. 

II.  He  impeaches  the  integrity,  or  doctrinal 
purity,  of  \.\\q  sacred  canon  li^eX^ ;  upon  the  plea 
of  early  corruptions,  introduced  into  it,  and  con- 
tinued, both  by  the  orthodox  and  heterodox. 

III.  He  proposes  a  specious  classification  of 
Greek  manuscripts,  according  to  their  several 
families^  recensions,  or  editions  ;  designing,  upon 
the  testimony  of  iho,  few,  old,  and  corrupt  favour- 
ites, to  supersede  the  testimony  of  the  many, 
which  by  their  unanimous  suffrages  support  the 
Vulgate  text. 

IV.  He  lays  down  certain  laws  or  canons  of 
criticism,  by  the  help  of  which,  he  corrects,  or 
alters  the  received  text,  upon  the  combined  evi- 
dence of  manuscripts,  versions  and  Fathers;  pro- 
fessing, not  to  change  a  single  letter  of  the  text, 
merely  upon  conjecture.     Sect.  II.  and  III. 

I  shall  examine  each  of  these  heads  in  order. 

I.  He  thus  briefly  states  the  genealogy  and  the 
censure  of  the  Vulgate  and  standard  editions,  p. 
"xixiii.  xxxiv. 
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"  The  more  recent  editions  follow  the  Elzevir ; 
this  was  compiled  from  the  editions  of  Bezay  and 
the  third  of  ^Ve/)/?e/;5 ;  Beza,  likewise,  copied  the 
third  of  Stephens^  with  some  alterations,  made, 
however,  from  fancy,  and  without  sufficient  autho- 
rity :  The  third  of  Stephe?is  closely  follows  the 
fifth  of  Erasmus  ;  a  few  places  only,  and  the 
Apocalypse,  excepted,  in  which  Erasmus  formed 
his  text,  us  zce/l  as  he  could,  from  a  rerj/  fezv  and 
rather  modern  manuscripts ;  destitute  of  all  the 
necessary  helps,  except  the  interpolated  Latin 
Vulgate,  and  the  writings  of  dij'tzv  of  the  Fathers, 
inaccurately  edited."  And  he  thus,  more  dis- 
tinctly, expresses  this  censure  of  the  Elzevii\  and 
of  the  prime  editions  ot  Erasmus,  and  the  Com- 
plutensian  editors,  p.  v. 

"  The  received  text  differs  so  little  from  these 
original  sources,  as  scarcely  to  furnish  a  hundred 
readings  different  from  the  Erasjnian  and  Com- 
plutensian,  conjointly." 

1.  *'  But  Erasmus  and  the  Cojvplutensians 
employed  but  a  few  manuscripts;  and  these, 
modern  and  of  little  value,  if  we  regard  the  good- 
ness of  the  readings  ;  ^i.  They  wanted  other  helps 
necessary  to  form  a  judgment  of  the  sacred  text; 
(namely  a  sufficient  knowledge  of  the  ancient 
Versions,  and  early  Fathers  ;)  3.  They  wanted 
skill  in  the  true  science  of  sacred  criticism;  4. 
They  M^ere  impeded  by  preconceived  opinions  and 
prejudices,  from  making  a  right  use  of  their  ma- 
nuscripts, such  as  they  were." 

I  shall  first  unfold,  more  explicitly,   the  gene- 
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(ilogij  and  history  of  these  several  editions ;  be- 
ginning with  the  eariiest,  in  the  natural  progress 
of  desc&nt. 

1.  COMPLUTENSIAX  EDITION'. 

About  the  commencement  of  the  six t cent li  cen- 
tury, the  illustrious  Cardinnl  Ximenes,  prime 
minister  of  Spain,  in  the  zenith  of  her  power  and 
greatness,  formed  the  noble  [)roject  of  printing  a 
magniticent  edition  of  the  whole  Bible,  in  the 
original  languages,  accompanied  with  the  Greek 
and  Latin  Vulgate*  translations  of  the  Old  and 
Kew  Testament.  In  this  great  work  he  employed, 
we  are  told,  by  his  historian  GomeZj  forty-tuo  of 
the  most  learned  men  of  the  age ;  of  whom  he 
appointed  four,  Alius  Antojiius  N ebrissensis, 
Demetrius  Creiicus,  Ferdinandus  Antonius,  and 
Lopez  de  Stunica,  or  Astuniga,  (two  Greeks 
and  two  Spaniards)  to  superintend  the  injpression ; 
on  which  he  expended  no  less  than  fifty  thousand 
ducats.  The  work  was  begun  at  Complutum  or 
Alcala  in  Spain,  A.  D.  1502,  and  completely 
finished,  A.  D.  1517,  in  fifteen  years ;  but  it  was 

*  There  are  five  principal  Recensions  of  the  Latin  Vulgate, 
1.  The  Cumplutcmian,  2.  Stephens'  Vulgate  of  1540,  with  a 
copious  collection  of  readings  from  Latin  MSS.  and  some 
of  the  early  editions;  3.  The  Louxaiii,  published  by  Ihntenius 
in  154-7,  and  repeated  in  the  Aiitiierp  edition  of  1573  ;  4. 
The  Roman,  o(  Sextus  Quintus,  in  155)0}  And  that,  oi  Clement 
VlII.  in  1592,  called  Fulgntu  Autluntica,  from  which  the 
modern  editions  have  been  generally  printed,  each  succeed^ 
ing  edition  approaching  nearer  to  the  Greek  Text. 
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not  licensed  for  publication,  by  pope  Leo  X,  till 
March  Q'i,  1520;  nor  actually  published  till 
A.  D.  1522.  This  was  the  first  edition,  in  which 
the  whole  of  the  Greek  Testament  was  printed. 

The  delight  of  this  pious  and  munificent  patron 
of  the  work,  at  its  completion,  which  he  outlived 
b Kit  a  short  time,  was  expressed  in  the  following 
animated  strain  of  true  devotion  :  "  O  Christ,  I 
ghe  thee  the  highest  thanks,  for  bringing  this 
my  undertaking  to  the  desired  end  I"  And  in  his 
dedication  to  pope  Leo,  he  thus  states  his  high 
veneration  for  the  original  Scriptures,  and  the 
strict  principles  of  sound  criticism  upon  which  the 
work  was  executed ;  principles,  which  would 
reflect  honour  on  the  most  skilful  Protestant 
editors. — "  I  must  further  observe,  that  where- 
ever  there  was  a  variation  among  the  Latin 
manuscripts,  or  any  suspicion  of  a  corrupt  read- 
ing, (such  as  we  have  seen  most  frequently  hap- 
pen, from  the  joint  ignorance  and  carelessness  of 
the  copiers)  in  order  that  the  integrity  of  the 
books  of  the  Old  Testament  might  be  ascertained 
by  the  Hebrew  verity,  and  of  the  New  Testament 
by  Greek  manuscripts,  we  had  recourse  to  the 
original  Scriptures  themselves,  as  St.  Jerom, 
Augustin,  and  other  sacred  critics  advise."— 
Here,  he  ranks  himself  among  the  editors  of  the 
work  :  and  he  thus  acknowledges  his  obligations, 
for  the  valuable  manuscripts  with  which  he  was 
furnished   from    the  Vatican    library  at   Kome. 
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"  To  your  holiness,  we  owe  some  very  old  Greek 
copies,    both  of  the  Old  and   New   Testament, 
which  you  most  kindly  sent  us  ;  and  which  were 
of  the  greatest^'assistance  to  us,   in  this  business." 
And  the  editors  themselves  corroborate  this,  in 
their  preface,  for  they  represent  their  manuscripts, 
"  not  as  ordinary,  or  modern,   but  the  oldeat  and 
best ;   an3  even  of  such  high  antiquity  that  to 
depreciate  their  credit^    would  be  an   impiety'* 
In  addition  to  the  Vatican,  they  also  inform  us, 
that  "  they  procured  not  a  few  besides;  a  careful 
transcript  of  a  most  correct   copy  (of  the  Old 
Testament)  belonging  to  Cardinal  Bessarion,  sent 
to  them  by  the  Venetian  Senate ;  and  others  also, 
collected   from  all  parts,    at  great  trouble  and 
expence."      And    among   the   rare   manusciipts, 
was  the  Rhodian,   reputed,  then,  to  be  the  oldest 
in  Europe. 

Whether  the  celebrated  Vatican  manuscript, 
be  the  same,  (^or  a  copy  of  it,)  that  was  furnished 
to  the  editors ;  the  learned  Mr.  Wagstaffe  could 
procure  no  information  at  the  Vatican  librar}^, 
when  he  visited  it  in  the  year  1738.  But  he  says, 
"  It  is  highly  probable  that  this,  at  least,  was 
one  of  the  MSS.  that  Leo  X.  assisted  Cardinal 
Ximenes  with,  upon  that  occasion.  But  as  the 
Complutensian  Testament  was  not  printed  till 
after  the  Cardinal  had  collected  several  MSS.  of 
great  note,  in  order  to  ascertain  the  true  reading, 
and  make  his  edition  as  accurate  as  possible  ;  it 
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is  likely,  that  this  edition  was  not  copied  from 
any  one  manuscript,  but  made  itp  out  of  all,  or 
the  most  ancient  and  e.vact  that  he  could  find." 

See  ly agstaff.es  Manuscript  Letters  in  Sion 
College  Library,  p.  i2.  from  which,  by  the  courtesy 
of  the  Librarian,  Mr.  JFatts,  I  copied  this  remark, 
(]\Iarch,   1817.) 

To  this   account   of  the  Vatican   manuscripts 
employed   in  the  edition,    the  learned  JFctstein 
urges  a  Chronological  objection  :   "  Leo  X,"  says 
he,  "was  not  elected  pope,  till  1314,  when  the 
edition  was  nearly  finished ;  of  course  the  Vatican 
copies  which  he  sent,  came  too  late  to  be  employ- 
ed."    Proleg.  p.  J  17.     But  J>^«i7>  judiciously  re- 
plies,  that  Leo,  who  was  appointed  Cardinal  de 
JlLedicis,   at  fourteen  years  of  age,   might  easily 
have  sent  these  manuscripts  to  his  brother-Cardinal 
of  Spain,  at  the  beginning  of  the  work;   though 
the  public  acknowledgement  was  not  made  till  the 
end  of  itj    a\  hen  he  was  pope ;    and   when  the 
patron  and  editors  would  naturally  wish  to  sanction 
the  work  by  the  authority  of  the  Pope  rather  than 
of  the  Cardinal.     As  men,  the  higher  title  was 
preferable ;    as  papists  it  was   indispensable,    p. 
311 — 313.     And  surely  we  cannot  conceive  that 
the  high  and  noble  minded  Xivienes  would  have 
attested   an   absurd  falsehood,    that  he   received 
manuscripts  from  the  Vatican,    which  came  too 
late  to  be  employed  ! 

And  that  these  Greek  manuscripts  were  actually 
employed,    we  may  collect  from  Michaelis,   the 
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most  impartial  censor  we  have  seen  of  this  cele- 
brated edition;  who  declares  that  it  "  latinizes 
much  less  than  the  editions  of  Erasmus ;"  that 
many  of  its  peculiar  readings,  which  were  for- 
merly supposed  to  be  unsupported  by  any  autho- 
rity, have  been  since  ratified  by  Greek  manuscripts, 
lately  collated  :  such  as  the  Havniensis  (or  Copen- 
hagen,) 1.  in  which  Hcnsler  found  40  readings 
that  agree  with  the  Complutensian,  which  are  in 
no  other  manuscript ;  the  Laudianus,  2.  and 
Vindoboncnsis  Lambeccii,  35.  "  These  circum- 
stances, says  Michaelis,  may  reasonably  lead  us 
to  conclude,  that  the  Complutensian  edition  was 
faithfully  taken  from  manuscripts  ;  and  that  these 
Complutensian  readings,  which  are  in  no  manu- 
script known  to  us  at  present,  were  actually  taken 
from  manuscripts  used  by  the  editors.  So  long, 
therefore,  as  we  are  \\ilhout  the  manuscripts, 
from  which  this  edition  was  taken,  it  must  itself 
be  considered  as  a  valuable  manuscript,  or  as  a 
Codei'  Criticus,  that  contains  many  scarce  read- 
ings." Introduction  to  the  New  Testament,  Vol. 
II.  p.  339,  340. 

And  this  honourable  testimony  of  Michaelis 
is  confirmed  b^;  his  learned  Translator,  Bishop 
Marsh,  in  his  Collation  of  the  Velesian  readings 
in  the  Catholic  Epistles,  amounting  in  all,  to 
229.  Of  these,  208  agree  with  the  Compluten- 
sian Latin  Vulgate;  while  not  less  than  218 
iliffered  from  the  Complutensian  Greek  text ; 
whence  it  appears,  that  in  the  Catholic  Epistle* 
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ifilone,  til©  ^^elesiall  readings,  and  the  Complu- 
tensian  Greek  Text,  differ  in  nine  places  out  of 
ten. — But  the  Velesian  readings,  as  Marsh  has 
abandantly  proved,  were  forged  translations  into 
Greek,  from  Stephens'  Latin  Vulgate  of  1540, 
wherever  it  differed  from  his  Gi'eek  text  of  \550. 
— "  They  may,  therefore,  be  of  service,"  as  he 
judiciously  observes,  "  to  those  who  would  ex- 
amine the  comparative  state  of  the  Complutensian 
Greek  and  Latin  Texts."  Marsh's  Letters  to 
Travis,  1795.  p.  264. 

We  may  further  observe  in  its  favour,  even  ad- 
mitting, as  Gricshach  objects,  that  the  Complu- 
tensian Editors  were  wholly  unacquainted  with 
the  Old  Italic,  and  Syriac  Versions, — that  its 
peculiar  readings  are  frequently  confirmed  by  those 
venerable  versions ;  in  cases  where  it  agrees  with 
the  Received  te.vt,  and  differs  from  Griesbach's  ; 
as  in  Matt.  v.  4(5;  vi.  1,  13;  viii.  25,  Q9,  31,  32. 
&c.  and  vice  versa,  where  it  agrees  with  Gries- 
hach'^s,  and  differs  from  the  Received;  as  in 
Matt.  i.  6 ;  ii.  11;  iii.  8 ;  iv.  18;  v.  27,  44,  47 ; 
vi.  18,  24;  vii.  ]4;  viii.  5,  8,  15.  ix.  18,  3'i,  35, 
36 ;  X.  10;  &c.  as  shewn  at  large,  in  the  Review 
of  Valpy*s  Editions  of  the  Greek  Testament, 
British  Critic,  October  1816,  pp.  423 — 425. 

It  is  much  to  be  regretted,  that  the  manuscripts 
employed  in  this  edition  are  no  longer  extant. 
By  the  inconceivable  ignorance  or  stupidity  of  a 
librarian  at  Alcala,  who  wanted  to  make  room 
for  some  new  books,  about  the  year  1749,  these 
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precious  relics  were  sold  in  the  lump,  to  one 
Tor  no,  who  dealt  in  fire-works,  "  covio  membraiias 
inulilesj"  (as  useless  parchments,)  as  materials  for 
makiufj;  rockets! — The  learned  Martiniez,  who 
heard  of  it,  soon  after  they  were  sold,  hastened 
to  save  these  treasures  from  destruction  ;  hut  he 
came  too  late ;  for  they  were  already  destroyed, 
except  a  few  scattered  leaves,  which  are  now  pre- 
served in  the  library. — That  the  number  of  ma- 
nuscripts was  very  considerable,  appears  from  the 
following  circumstance.  One  Rodan  assured 
Bayer,  that  he  had  seen  the  receipt  which  was 
given  to  the  purchaser ;  from  which  it  appeared, 
that  the  money  was  paid  at  two  different  payments. 
Ibid.  p.  441. 

And  yet  we  are  told,  without  shame,  or  fear  of 
detection,  at  the  present  day,  by  the  calumniators 
of  this  immortal  edition,  who  unwittingly  retail 
this  fact,  that  "  the  various  manuscripts  employed 
therein,  which  were  then  thought  to  be  of  great 
authority,  are  now  known  to  have  been  of  little 
value."  Introduc.  Unit.  Version,  p.  ix. — K?wzvji, 
by  whom? By  themselves,  forsooth. — Thus  ar- 
rogantly representing  the  original  editors,  as  fools 
and  knaves ;  incapable  of  judging  of  the  value  of 
these  manuscripts ;  and  imposing  upon  the  world, 
by  exaggerated  accounts.  The  censure,  indeed, 
recoils  with  redoubled  force  upon  themselves  :  for 
liow  could  they  swallow  such  an  absurdity,  as  to 
pretend  to  judge  of  manuscripts  they  never  saw, 
nor  could  see ;  and  with  unparalleled  effrontery, 


C     13    ) 

attempt  to  cram  it  down  the  throats  of  their  readers! 
Alas!  blinded  by  their  prejudices,  "  they  strain  at 
gnats,  and  swallow  camels !" 

In  what  high  estimation,  indeed,  the  Complu- 
iensian  edition  of  the  Greek  Testament  was  held, 
we  may  judge   from  its  frequent  republications. 
Seven  editions  of  it  were  printed  at  Autzverpy  by 
Plantin,   A.  D.   13()4,    1.573,    1584,    1590,   1591, 
1601,  ]6l2:  five  at  Geneva,  A.  D.  I609,  I619, 
1620,  (with  6c^%erV  Notes,)  I628,  1632;  and 
lastly,  one  at  Mayntz,  in   1753,   which  are  de- 
gcribed   in  Le   Long  Bib  I.   Sacr.   edit.   Masdu 
Part  I,  p.  191  — 195.     These  editions,  however, 
exhibit  only  the  Greek  Text,   with  occasional  cor- 
rections, from  the  text  of  Erasmus.     A  copy  of 
the  third  Genevan,  1620,  in  my  possession,  exhibits 
the  important  insertion  of  tb  ao^ars  after  m  ©ea, 
2  Cor.  iv.  4.  in  perfect  unison  with  the  parallel 
passage.  Col.  i.  \5i  where  it  is  found;  an  inser- 
tion, further  warranted  by  several  manuscripts  and 
versions,  and  by  Tlieophylact,  among  the  Fathers, 
as  recorded  by  Griesbach  himself;  Avhich,  there- 
fore, he  was  abundantly  justified  to  have  brought 
into  his  text;  or  at  least,  into  his  inner  margin. 
And  the  omission  reflects  no  little  discredit  on  his 
editorial  skill.     A  new  edition  both  of  the  Greek 
and  Latin  Testament,  which  should  be  an  exact 
copy  of  the  Complutensian,  (now  extremely  scarce, 
only  600  copies  having  been  originally  published,) 
would  be  most  desirable.     The  Greek  and  Latin 
texts  are  therein  thus  disposed,  with  letters  pre- 
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fixed  to  each  word,  to  mark  the  correspondence 
between  both  texts.  To  give  an  instance,  from 
Matt.  xxvi. 

Kat  ^eycVSTO  ''ore  'cTcXscTcV  o  |   Et     *faCtum      *CSt     *^CUm 

^consummasset     *  Jesus 
^serrnones  ""hos  ^omncs. 
Such  an  edition  would  decide  the  question,  whe- 
ther the  work  Latinized  or  not,  bv  affording  fuller 
evidence  througiiout,  than  the  critical  extracts  pub- 
lished by  Goezc,  in  his  "  Defence  of  tJie  Cemplu- 
temian  edition,''  p.  Ii77,  wliich  Defence,  therefore, 
is  not  ^''complete,''  as  he  alleges;  though  it  ought 
to   be  consulted   by   every   future   editor  of  the 
Greek  Testament.     The  vulgar  prejudice  of  its 
Latinizing, — or  that  the  Complutensian  editors,  in 
consequence  of  too  high  an  opinion  of  the  Latin 
Vulgate,    and    a    ujistaken    zeal  for  the    Chris- 
tian Religion,  did  sometimes  introduce   into   the 
Grreek  text  readings  of  the  Vulgate,  Mhich  they 
found   not  in  their  Greek  manuscripts;  has  been 
considerably  increased  by  a  ridiculous  comparison, 
rather  maliciously  noticed  by  Jl^etateiu,   from  the 
prefoce  to  their  first  volume  :  "  medium  inter  has, 
La  I  i  nam   beali    Ilicronymi  tramlationem,    velut 
inter  synagogam,  et  ecclesiam  orientalem,  posui- 
mus  :  tanquam  duos  hinc  inde  latrones,  medium 
autem  Jesum,  hoc  est  Romanam  sive  Latinam 
Kcclesiavi  collocantes,"  which  was  not  meant  to  . 
compare  the  Ladn  Vulgate  trans/aiioit  to  Christ, 
and  the  Hebrew  and  Greek  texts  to  the  two  rob- 
bers crucified  with  him ;  but  rather,  the  Roman 
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Church,  to  Christ,  and  the  Jewish  Synagogue 
and  the  Greek  Church  to  the  two  robbers,  as 
Michaelis  fairly  explains  it  from  Goeze,  p.  4'57. 
and  as  clearly  proved  by  the  high  veneration  enter- 
tained by  Cardinal  Ximenes  himself,  as  we  have 
seen,  for  the  Hebrezc  and  Greek  I'erities. 

The  high  importance  of  this  prime  edition,  as  a 
Codejc  Criticus,  required  this  fuller  account.  The 
learned  Mill,  who,  in  critical  sagacity,  and  skill, 
was  not  inferior,  perhaps,  to  JVetsieiti  and  Gines- 
bach,  set  such  a  high  value  on  this  edition,  that  he 
''*  wished  its  text  had  been  retained  in  all  other 
editions,  and  that  the  differences  only  had  been 
noted  in  the  margin  :  because  later  editors  have 
rather  injured  than  improved  the  text.""  And 
this  seems  also  to  have  been  the  concurrent  opinion, 
of  Michaelis,  w  ho  cites  it.     P.  44 3. 

2.    EDITIONS    OF    ERASMUS. 

This  indefatigable  scholar,  who  lived  by  his 
learning,  was  emplojTd  by  Froben,  the  printer,  at 
Basle  in  Sxvitzerland,  to  prepare  several  editions 
of  the  Greek  Testament.  His  first  edition  was 
published  on  the  first  of  March,  \5\6;  and  by 
Erasmus's  own  account,  "  prcecipitatum  fuit 
verius  quam  edit  urn  ;"  the  proposal  to  engage  in 
it  having  been  made  him  only  the  foregoing  April 
17,  1515,  not  a  full  year  before  !  In  this  "//re- 
cipitatioti,^'  he  was  obliged  by  his  employer  to 
correct  for  the  press  a  fresh  sheet  every  day  ! — 
froben  wishing,  probably,  to  anticipate  the  ex- 
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pected  publication  of  the  Coinplutenslan  Polyglot, 
which  uas  now  finished.  "  On  this  account  there- 
fore, Erasmus  \s  much  more  to  be  pitied,  than  to 
be  censured,"  according  to  the  judicious  and  com- 
passionate reflection  of  Michaclis,  Introduction^ 
&c.  Vol.  ii.  p.  443.  In  a  letter,  dated  '23  Sept. 
1515,  Erasmus  thus  writes  to  his  friend,  "  Ulric 
Zas'ius,  Huic  pistrino  sic  sum  affix  us  et  obligatus, 
ut  viv ot'unn  sit  capiendo  cibo  f  \\'etstein  Proleg. 
p.  121. 

A  second  edition  was  published  in  1519,  more 
carefully  corrected  than  the  former.  In  these  two 
editions,  he  was  censured  for  the  omission  of 
1  John  V.  7,  by  Lopez  Stunica,  and  I)y  a  learned 
Englishman,  Edward  Lee  or  Ley.  Their  censure 
produced  its  insertion  in  his  third  edition,  A.  D. 
1522,  (the  same  year  in  which  the  Complutensian 
was  published),  in  ^^hich  he  apologizes  for  the 
omission  in  his  two  former  editions,  because  he 
had  not  found  it  in^re  Greek  MSS.  which  he 
then  consulted.  These  manuscripts  are  marked 
by  JVetstein,  No.  1,  2,  3,  6l,  69,  in  the  first  part; 
4,  7,  in  the  second  part ;  and  1,  in  the  fourth  part. 
And  he  declared,  that  he  replaced,  (reposuimus) 
that  disputed  verse,  because  he  found  it  in  a  Greek 
manuscript  \^hich  he  collated  in  England,  7ic  cut 
sit  causa  calumruandi,  "  to  prevent  giving  a  handle 
for  calumny,"  to  those  who  impeached  his  ortho- 
doxy. This  ■\Ianuscrii)t,  was  most  probably  the 
Montfort,  preserved  in  the  Library  of  Trinity  Col- 
le^'-e,  Dublin,  of  which  we  shall  liave  occasion  to 
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speak  hereafter.  See  Griesbadis  Diatribe  ad 
locum,  1  John  v.  7,  p.  3,  8,  in  the  Appendix  to 
his  second  volume ;  or  Travis,  Appendix,  No  1. 
And  like  Grieshach,  Erasmus  also  thought  fit  to 
clear  himself  of  the  charge  of  Arianisnij  and  to 
make  this  guarded  profession  of  his  faith. 

*'  I  do  not  patronize  \he  Arians,  at  present ; 
because  I  follow  with  all  my  heart,  what  the  Church 
prescribes." — "  For  this  reason  chiefly,  I  believe  that 
THE  Son  is  of  the  same  essence  with  the  Father, 
because  the  Church  so  requires  :  I  should  equally 
believe  it  although  this  text  was  different  from 
what  we  represent."  Respons.  ad  Leum,  pp.  272, 
278,  or  Travis,  p.  199- — In  this  critical  situation, 
Erasmus,  who  was  not  "  gifted  with  the  spirit  of 
Luther,^''  as  he  on  another  occasion  confessed, 
perhaps  temporized,  and  disguised  his  speculative 
opinions,  through  timidity. 

His  fourth  edition  appeared  in  1527.  In  this 
he  conformed  more  than  in  the  preceding,  to  the 
Complutensian,  following  it  in  the  Apocalypse 
alone,  ninety  times. 

His  fifth  edition,  and  last,  in  1535,  differed 
only  in  four  places,  from  the  preceding,  according 
to  Mill. 

S.    EDITIONS    OF    STEPHENS. 

Robert  Stephefis,  (Estie?ine)  the  celebrated 
printer  at  Paris,  published  many  editions  of  the 
Latin  and  Greek  Testaments, 

VOL.  II-  c 
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Ilis  first  edition  in  15'J8,  was  .simply  a  republi- 
cation of  the  I.atin  Vulgite. 

The  second,  1532,  and  third,  l.-JSI,  the  same, 
accompanied  with  marginal  readings. 

The  fourth,  of  the  New  Testament  in  1539,  and 
of  the  Old,  in  1540,  formed  a  complete  edition  of 
the  Latin  Bible,  the  most  splendid  and  valuable : 
containing  a  copious  collection  of  various  readings 
taken  from  Latin  MSS.  and  early  editions.  Thi5 
edition  is  usually  called  Slephais  VidgatCj  and  is 
cited  from  its  first  title-page  in  1540. 

The  fifth,  in  154i,  and  sixth  in  1543,  were  of 
the  New  Testament  in  duodecimo. 

The  seventh,  in  1545,  was  of  the  whole  Bible, 
in  large  octavo.  The  eighth,  in  the  same  year,  of 
the  New  Testament  in  two  vols,  duodecimo. 

The  ninth  in  1546,  was  of  the  whole  Latin 
Bible.  See  Bishop  MarsKs  Letters  to  Travis, 
p.  '153-^63;   145;   148. 

Of  the  Greek  Testament  his  first  edition  was  in 
1546,  l6mo.  published  from  some  choice  1\1SS. 
which  he  borrowed  from  the  King's  Library,  and 
also,  from  the  Complutcnsian  edition. 

The  second  was  timply  a  republication  of  the 
first  in  ICmo. 

"^I'he  third  and  most  magnificent,  was  his  critical 
edition  of  1550,  folio,  in  which  his  text  principally 
followed  the  J]fth  of  Erasmus :  from  which  it 
does  not  differ  in  more  than  twenty  places,  accord- 
ing to  Jl'etstein,  Proleg.  p.  145.    In  his  margin,  he 
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noticed  the  various  readings  furnished  by  his  MSS.  of 
which  he  possessed  sixteen,  marked  by  the  numeral 
Greek  letters  of  the  alphabet:  «,  1,  the  Complu- 
temian,  which  he  justly  considered  as  a  Codex 
Criticus ;  ^',  2.  an  ancient  MS.  collated  by  his 
friends  in  Ifaly ;  generally  supposed  to  be  Bezas 
or  the  Cambridge  D  *.  7',  3  ;  5',  4  ;  s\  b  ;  s"',  6 ; 
I',  7;  ^5',  8  ;  i',  10;  <e',  15;  eight  MSS.  borrowed 
from  the  King  3  Library  ;  and  lastly,  &',  9  ;  ''»,  11; 
«?',  12;  jy',  13;»S',  14;  »s-',  I6;  six  more,  collected 
from  all  quarters. 

The  various  readings  were  marked  by  an  obe- 
lus, \  and  a  semici7xle,  or  semiparenthesis,  re- 
sembling a  comma,  ',  inclosing  the  word  or  words 
of  the  text,  which  were  either  omitted  or  read 
differently,  by  his  several  authorities,  marked  in  die 
margin.  Thus,  in  Matt.  xii.  35,  we  find,  in  the 
text,  *  rns  jta^^ias-',  and  in  the  margin,  ev  'nacm,  'Tt'^'nTi 
£v  Tw  'Ti.  signifying,  these  two  Mords  are  zvanting  in 
all,  e.vcept  the  eighth  MS.  Sometimes  97,  the  ab- 
breviation of  "Tra^t  is  used. 

Griesbach  objects,  that  "  Stephens  frequently 
followed  Erasmus,  contrary  to  the  credit  and  au- 
thority of  all  his  MSS."     Proleg.  p.  xviii. 

This  censure  is  praise. — Stephens  did  not,  like 
Griesbach,  servilely  follow  the  external  evidence 
of  manuscriptSy  versions,  and  Fathers  only ;  he 

*  Bishop  Marsh  in  his  Notes  on  Michaelis'  Introduction  to 
the  New  Testament,  Vol.  ii.  p.  688,  hesitated  whether  D  was 
really,  Stephens'  C,  2  ;  but  in  his  Letters  to  Travis,  he  speaks 
decidedly  in  favour  of  it. 

c  2 
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carefully  neighed  the  internal  also,  and  made  that 
his  cliief  standard.  Of  ihis  ne  have  a  remarkable 
instance  in  Matt.  ii.  11.  where  he  follows  Erasmus 
in  the  reading  e^pov,  "  ihcy  found,'"  instead  of  «jSov, 
*'  they  saxv.''  Though  he  candidly  confesses, 
£iSov — £v  mafji,  '*  All  my  MSS.  read  noov." — His 
plan  was,  to  accept  from  uui/  quarter,  that  which 
appeared  to  him  to  be  the  best  reading.  And 
finding  that  Erasmus  was  supported  by  the  Vul- 
gate Version,  which  renders,  hivoierunt  puerum  ; 
and  that  eygnrt,  occurred  before  in  the  eighth  verse, 
"  when  ye  find  the  child,"  &c.  and  also  that 
£iy§ov  is  more  appropriate  than  ulav :  not  only  inti- 
mating that  they  saw  the  child,  but  further,  that 
they  k?2ew  him  to  be  the  child  in  question,  from 
the  marks  and  tokens  given  them  by  the  Oracle,  to 
prevent  mistake  :  He  therefore,  was  fully  justified 
in  rejecting  the  authority  of  all  his  Greek  MSS. 
upon  such  combination  of  evidence. 

His  fourth,  and  last  edition,  octavo,  was  pub- 
lished, A.D.  1551.  In  this,  he  introduced  that 
reprehensible  innovation  of  breaking  the  continuity 
of  the  text,  into  distinct  and  separate  verses  ;  like 
aphorisms,  partly  for  the  greater  ease  of  referring 
to  liis  valuable  Concordance  of  the  Greek  Testa- 
ment, afterwards  published  by  his  son,  Henry 
Stephens;  and  partly,  perhaps,  to  increase  the 
booksellers'  protits ;  thus  enlarging  the  size  of  the 
copies  for  sale,  by  the  vacant  spaces  between  each 
verse.  A  profiiablc  invention,  indeed,  to  the 
printer,  thougii  detrimental  to  the  reader;  which 
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has  been  followed  ever  since,  in  all  the  Vulgate  edi- 
dons  and  vernacular  versions,  almost  in  all  Europe. 
It  is  much  to  be  regretted,  that  this  practice  has 
subsisted  so  long :  the  innovation  was  hastily  made, 
inter"  equitandum,  during  a  journey  from   Paris 
to  Lyons,   as  we  learn  from  his  son ;  and  inju- 
diciously, in  many  places ;  the  verses  frequently 
breaking  off  in  the  middle  of  a  sentence,  and  in- 
juring  the    connexion.      The   critical   editions  of 
MillJVetste'm,  Baigelius,  Bozvyer,  ^ndGriesbach, 
&c.  have  laudably  restored  the  primitive  form  of 
printing ;  and  we  trust,   it  will  be  followed  in  the 
Vulgate  editions  in  future  :  at  least,  such  as  pro- 
ceed from  our  learned  universities.     The  manu- 
scripts employed  by  Stephens,  in  his  standard  edi- 
tion of  ]55i),  have  given  birth  to  a  controversy, 
more  violent,  extensive,  and  lasting  than  the  Com- 
f)lutensian  manuscripts.     How  many  they  were  ? 
and  of  what  value  ?    Whether  they  are  7ww  to  be 
ascertained  in  tlie  Royal  Library  at  Paris,  whence 
several  of   them    were   borrowed  ?    whether  they 
were  returned  ?  or  w' hether  they  are  lost  ?  whether 
they  were  carefully,  or  carelessly,   collated  by  Ste- 
phens himself,  his  son,  or  his  assistants?  are  all 
questions  that  have  been  agitated,  by  the  admirers 
and  impugners  of  this  celebrated  edition,  and  are 
discussed,  at  great  length,  pro  and  con,  in  the  books 
referred  to  in  the  bep-inning  of  this  article. 

Adhuo  sub  jiuUce  lis  est. 

We  shall  have  occasion  to  recur  thereto,  in  dis 
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ciissincT  the  authenticity  of  the  disputed  text  of 
the  three  lieavenly  witnesses,  1  John  v.  7  ;  the 
marginal  note  on  which,  by  Stephens,  contributed 
chiefly  to  foment  the  controversy. 

4.     EDITIONS    OF    BEZA. 

'J  his  pious  and  learned  Reformer,  who  was  the 
intimate  friend  of  Robert  Stephens,  published  his 
first  edition  in  1556,  of  which  the  text  is  little 
more  than  a  republication  of  Stephens'  fourth  edi- 
tion in  the  text,  with  some  trifling  variations,  and 
critical  notes,  selected  from  Stephens'  third  edition, 
and  from  two  manuscripts  of  considerable  note, 
the  Cambridge  and  the  Clermont.  It  was  pub- 
lished by  the  desire,  among  many  others,  of  John 
Calvin,  his  predecessor  in  the  theological  chair  at 
Geneva ;  who  carefully  himself  examined  the  work, 
(etiam  e.vpendisset.)  Besides  these  he  compared 
the  Syriac  version. 

His  second  edition  was  published,  A.  D.  1559; 
the  third,  1582;  the  fourth  and  standard  edition, 
1589;  and  the  fifth  and  last,  1598;  this  text, 
being  esteemed  the  most  accurate  of  any  published 
till  then,  was  adopted  as  the  basis  of  the  English 
translation  of  the  New  Testament,  published  by 
authority  in  ]6l].  This  testimony  of  the  Church 
of  England  is  highly  honourable  to  its  merit; 
which  it  is  now  the  fashion  with  latitudinarian 
editors,  and  Unitarian  critics  to  disparage :  for  we 
are  told  that  "  Beza  took  but  little  pains,  and  ex- 
ercised but  little  judgment  in  the  correction  of 
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the  text,   ai]d  the  selection  of  the  best  readings." 
Prolecr.  p.  xxxii.  Unit.  Vers.  Introd.  p.  x. 

How  cautious  indeed  Beza  was  of  iHnovating  in 
the  received  text,  we  learn  from  an  anecdote  fur- 
nished by  Michacits.  Wiien  he  presented  his 
celebrated  manuscript  to  tlie  University  of  Cam- 
bridge, in  the  year  1581,  (found  in  the  monastery 
of  St.  Irenxus  at  Lyons,  1562,  where  it  had  long 
lain  in  the  dust,  neglected)  he  was  so  far  from 
over-rating  its  value,  that  in  his  letter  to  the  Uni- 
versity, he  expressed  a  wish  that  it  should  rather  be 
kept  as  a  curiosity,  than  published,  on  account  of 
its  differing  widely  from  others  of  the  most  ancient 
manuscripts,  especially  in  St.  Luke's  Gospel.  "  Etsi 
vero  nulii,  melius  quam  vos  ipsi,  quae  sit  huic 
exemplar!  fides  habenda,  asstimarint,  hac  de  re 
tamen,  vos  admonendos  duxi,  repeitam  esse  a  me, 
tantam,  in  Lucce  praesertim  evangelio,  inter  hunc 
codicem  et  cJEteros  quantiimxis  veteres  discrepan- 
tiam,  ut,  vitandce  quorundam  offensiotii,  asservan' 
dum  potius,  quam  publicanduni  exisiimem."  In- 
troduc.  N.  T.  vol.  ii.  pp.  2j5,  236',  6^5. 

5.    EDITIONS    OF    ELZEVIR. 

The  first  of  these  was  published,  A.  D.  \62\,  and 
with  its  successors  from  the  same  celebrated  press, 
forms  the  basis  of  the  Vulgate  editions  in  general 
circulation.  It  follows  the  third  or  fourth  of  Ste- 
phens so  closely,  as  scarcely  to  differ  from  it,  in  a 
hundred  places.  It  is  of  little  consequence,  there- 
fore, to   know  who   was  the  "  unknown  editor,'" 


(     24     ) 

since  its  authority  immediately  rests  on  that  of  i?o- 
bert  Stephens, — himself  a  host! 

From  this  cursory,  but  not  careless,  sketch  of 
the  genealogical  history  of  the  standard  editions, 
upon  whose  broad,  deep,  and  connected  basis, 
rests  the  authority  of  the  received  text  in  the  FwZ- 
gate  editions  of  the  Greek  Testament,  we  may  be 
enabled  to  form  some  estimate  of  the  foregoing 
articles  of  impeachment,  exhibited  by  Griesbach 
and  his  followers.  These  articles  seem  to  hejan- 
c'lful  in  a  great  measure,  and  unfounded  in  solid 
argument,  and  therefore  calumnious ;  and  I  am 
persuaded,  that  every  candid  and  dispassionate 
reader,  capable  of  appreciating  evidence,,  will  con- 
cur in  the  same  verdict,  for  the  following  reasons : 

1.  The  pious  and  illustrious  patrons,  and  learned 
editors  of  the  four  standard  editions,  did  not  "  use 
manuscripts,  few,  modern,  and  of  little  intrinsic 
value.'"  This  negation  seems  to  be  abundantly 
proved  by  their  positive  and  concurrent  assurances 
to  the  contrary  :  that  they  did  use  manuscripts  the 
most  ancient  and  correct,  all  along,  even  from  the 
Complutcnsian  to  Bczas  edition,  among  which, 
were  both  Vatican  and  Rhodian  manuscripts,  long 
since  lost ;  and  the  Cambridge  and  Clermont^  still 
extant.  And  it  is  doubtful,  in  the  opinion  of 
,  Michaelis,  whether  the  celebrated  Vatican  manu- 
script itself,  or  a  transcript  of  it,  might  not  have 
been  among  the  number  employed  therein.  The 
sixteenth  century,  in  the  course  of  which  the  four 
cardinal  editions  were  all  published,  might  properly 
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he  caiied  the  age  of  manuscripis ;  of  which,  the 
nineteenth,  possesses  only  the  gleanings.      Before 
the  progress   of  prinUng  had  unlocked  and  dis- 
closed  these  treasures   to  the  world  in  general, 
ancient  manuscripts,  of  the  Scriptures  especially, 
were  in  the  highest  estimation ;  they  bore  an  ex- 
travagant price,  and  were  preserved  with  the  most 
scrupulous  care,  and  religious  veneration,  as  sacred 
relics.     They  were,   also,   much  more  read,  and 
better  understood  by  the   learned  in  general,  at 
that  time,   than  by  a  few  plodding  critics  of  the 
present  day,  who  find  it  difficult  even  to  decypher 
them  !     And  who  can  doubt  for  a  moment,  whe- 
ther that  great  and  powerful  statesman,    Cardi- 
nal   Ximenes,   the   prime  minister   of    the   most 
potent    monarch    in    Europe,     Charles   V.,    as- 
sisted  by  the  Pope  and  conclave  of  Cardinals^ 
during  the  length  of  time  that  the  Complutensian 
edition  was  on  the  anvil,  wanted  either  inclination 
or  ability  to  command  the  use  of  the  most  valuable 
manuscripts  in  Europe,  if  not  in  the  whole  world, 
to  promote  the  pious  and  laudable  undertaking? 
But  the  depreciation  of  these  very  same  manu- 
scripts, naturally  and   necessarily  followed   their 
publication.     They  soon  began  to  be  considered 
as  useless  lumber,  and  were  either  neglected  or 
lost,  at  the  several  printing-offices  ;  or  if  returned 
to  the  libraries  to  which  they  belonged,  were  thrust 
into  some  obscure  corner,  and  left  to  moulder  or 
decay.     The  unworthy  fate  of  the  whole  body  of 
Compluiefisian  manuscripts  is  well  vouched ;  and 
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there  are  strong  grounds  to  believe  that  the  re- 
maining part  of  the  valuable  collection  oi  Stephens 
and  Btzas  manuscripts  was  lost  or  destroyed ; 
admitting  that  the  Parisian  manuscripts  lent  to 
them,  were  restored  to  the  royal  library.  For 
we  learn  from  Bayle,  art.  Anacrcon^  Note  I. 
Edit.  1702,  Rottei'd.  that  Henry  Stephens,  the 
son  of  Robert,  toward  the  close  of  his  d:iys,  fell 
into  a  derangement  of  mind,  during  which  he  de- 
stroyed several  of  his  manuscripts,  without  appriz- 
ing any  one  of  the  havoc,  not  even  his  son-in-law, 
CasauboH :  and  M.  Senebier,  the  learned  librarian 
at  Geneva,  not  long  since,  related  that  Beza,  in 
his  old  age,  sold  his  library  to  G.  S.  de  Zustrisaly 
a  Moravian  nobleman,  when  no  longer  able  to  use 
it  himself.  But  that  on  its  way  to  MoraviOy 
during  the  German  wars,  it  was  pillaged ;  by 
which  means  the  famous  Clermont  manuscript, 
fell  into  the  hands  of  the  Du  pui/s,  who  presented 
it  to  the  royal  library  at  Paris,  where  it  still  re- 
mains ;  and  the  curious  collection  of  Bezas  and 
Calvin  s  letters,  came  into  the  library  of  the  Duke 
of  Saie-Gotha.  See  Travis,  p.  259?  26o.  And 
even  the  Cambridge  manuscript  itself,  as  observed 
before,  was  rescued  from  the  rubbish  of  a  monastic 
library  at  Lyons  !  Instead,  therefore,  of  jour  hun- 
dred manuscripts,  which  the  curiosity  and  industry 
of  modern  biblical  critics,  Mill,  JVetstein,  GrieS' 
bach,  and  Matthcei,  &c.  have  raked  together  from 
the  dusty  shelves  of  public  and  private  libraries, 
and   from    all   parts  of  the  world ;  full  as  7nany 
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ihousands,  and  in  a  more  perfect  state  of  preser- 
vation, we  may  venture  to  ass-ert,  were  accessible 
to  those  zealous  and  enterprizing  scJiolars,  about 
the  era  of  tlie  invention  of  printina; ;  who  were  no 
less  indefatigable  in  their  researches,  than  their 
ungenerous  calumniators  of  the  present  day.  And 
how  idle  is  it  to  cavil  now,  about  the  numhery 
age,  or  quality,  of  documents  either  doubtful,  like 
Stephens  s  manuscripts  ;  or  long  since  lost,  like 
the  Complutensian  ! 

2.  Equally  groundless  appears  to  be  the  charge 
that  those  original  editors  did  not  consult  the  an- 
cicnt  versions,  and  the  earlj/  Fathers.  Among 
them,  surely,  there  were  several  Oriental  scholars, 
capable  of  consulting  those  versions;  and  who  can 
prove  that  they  did  not?  And  they  expressly  ap- 
peal themselves  to  the  usage,  and  rules  of  Jerome, 
Augustine,  and  other  eminent  biblical  interpreters 
of  high  antiquity.  Who  can  doubt  that  Erasmus 
and  Beza  were  well  read  in  the  Fathers  ? 

3.  But  they  were  not  versed,  forsooth,  in  the 
modern  science  of  sacred  criticism  !  This  is  a 
hardy  assertion,  indeed,  respecting  those  mighty 
inasters  of  literature,  sacred  and  profane,  Eras- 
mus*', Robert  Stephens,  oxa^  Theodore  Beza;  with 

*  I  insert  with  pleasure,  the  following  abstract  of  Nolans 
masterly  vindication  of  Erasmus,  as  a  sacred  critic,  from  the 
charges  of  Gritsbach.     Inquiry,  p.  410 — 41^. 

"  'i  he  [connparative]  merit  of  the  Vulgar  Edition,  which 
Erasmus  published,  and  of  the  Corrected  Text  which  M,  Gries- 
bach  has  edited,  must  be  decided  by  the  internal  evidence:  and 
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whom,  few,  very  few  indeed,  of  those  who  novr 
call  themselves  "  criiics,"  are  competent  to  corn- 
without  extending  our  atlcnlion  beyond  the  three  doctrinal 
texts  tu  which  INJ.  Griesbach  has  limited  tlic  sum  of  his  im- 
portant imprurements ;  there  is  now  little  reason  to  doubt 
which  of  these  candidates  for  praise,  is  best  entitled  to  our 
approbation. 

"  Nor  let  it  be  conceived,  in  disparagement  of  the  great 
undertaking  of  Erasmus,  that  he  was  nurAy  fortuituvi/^  right. 
His  extraordinary  success  in  that  immortal  work,  may  be 
clearly  traced  to  ihexvisdum  of  the  plan  on  which  he  proceeded. 
And  little  more  is  necessary,  than  to  follow  him  in  his  defence 
of  that  plan,  in  order  to  produce,  in  his  own  words,  a  com- 
plete refutation  of  the  objections  on  which  he  has  been  con- 
demned. 

"  With  respect  to  manuscnpts,  it  is  indisputable  that  he 
was  acquainted  with  every  tariety  which  is  known  to  us : 
having  uihirihuted  them  into  two  principal  classes;  one  of 
which,  corresponds  with  the  Complutcnsian  edition  ;  the  other, 
with  the  Vatican  manuscript.'"  And  he  has  specified  the 
positive  grounds  on  which  he  received  the  one,  and  rejected 
the  other.  The  former  was  in  possession  of  the  Greek  Church  ; 
the  latter,  in  that  of  the  Latin.  Judging  from  interr,al  evi- 
dence, he  has  as  good  reason  to  conclude,  that  the  Eastern 
Church  had  not  corrupted  their  received  text;  as  he  had 
grounds  to  suspect  that  the  R/iodians  {from  whom  the  irestern 
Church  derived  their  manuscripts)  had  accommodated  them  to 
the  Latin  Vulgate.'^*  One  short  insinuation  which  he  has 
thrown  out,  sufficiently  proves,  that  his  object,ions  to  these 
manuscripts  lay  more  deep  ;  and  they  do  immortal  credit  to" 
his  sagacity.  In  the  age  in  which  the  Vulgate  was  formed, 
the  Ciuirch,  he  was  aware,  was  infested  with  Origenists  and 
Arians  ;*"  an  affinity,  therefore,  between  any  manuscript  and 
that  Version,  conveyed  some  suspicion  that  its  text  was  cor- 
rupted.   So  little  dependence  was  he  inclined  to  place  upon 
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pare.  The  essentials  of  criticism,  they  well  knew 
and  practised ;  the  minutise,  or  mechanical  appa- 
ratus of  siglce^  symbola,  &c.  employed  in  modern 

the  authority  of  Origen,  who  is  the  pillar  and  ground  of  the 
corrected  edition. 

"  With  regard  to  Versions,  it  is  true  he  was  unacquainted 
with  the  ancient  Italic,  the  Syriac,  and  later  Oriental  transla= 
tious.  But  I  yet  remain  to  be  informed,  of  what  other  use 
they  could  have  been  made,  than  to  confirm  him  in  the  plan 
which  he  had  judiciously  chosen.  I  have  yet  to  hear  of  a 
single  text  they  could  have  led  him  to  a(h)pt,  which  is  not 
found  in  his  edition.  Mis  whole  dependence  was  on  the 
Grctlc  and  Latin  Vulgate:  and  if  we  may  believe  himself, 
jhe  used  some  ancient  copies  of  the  latter.'**  Of  these  he 
made  the  best  use,  confronting  their  testimony ;  and  esti- 
mating the  internal  evidence  of  the  context  with  the  external 
testimony  of  the  Eastern  and  Western  Churches,  he  thence 
ascertained  the  authentic  text  of  Scripture.'*' 

"  In  using  the  testimony  of  Ancient  Fathers,  it  appears 
never  to  have  entered  his  conception,  that  any  utility  could 
be  derived  from  collating  them  verbfitim  with  the  text  of 
Scripture.  But  of  the  value  of  their  works  in  ascertaining 
and  vindicating  the  doctrinal  integrity  of  the  text,  no  man 
was  more  conscious  than  Erasmus.  With  this  view,  he  read 
over  the  works  of  the  principal  Fathers,  Origin,  Athanasius, 
Basil,  Gregory  Nazianzen,  Chrysostom,  and  Thcuphylact  ;^^^ 
bequeathing  the  task  of  collating  their  quotations  with  the 
text  of  Scripture,  to  his  more  dull  and  diligent  successors. 
In  all  those  passages,  in  which  the  integrity  of  the  Sacred 
^ext  has  been  defended,  the  vindication  of  Erasmus's  Text  it 
inseparable  from  that  of  the  Vulgar  Edition.^^^ 

"  It  is  not,  however,  my  intention  to  assert,  that  I  con- 
ceive the  text  oi  Erasmus  absolutely /fl?f?f/«s,  &C'" 

N.  B.  The  confined  limits  of  this  publication,  preclud* 
the  insertion  of  the  proofs  intimated  by  the  numeral  references. 
They  are  well  worthy  of  the  inquisitive  reader's  attention. 
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collations,  they  disdained  the  drudgery  of.  And 
indeed,  they  were  so  busied,  and  occupied  in 
matters  of  higher  importance,  that  they  had  nei- 
ther leisure  nor  inclination  to  waste  time  about 
trifles.  When  we  come  to  examine  the  disputed 
te.vis,  it  will  then  appear  on  wiiich  side  lies  the 
prepondeiance  of  critical  sagacity  ayd  skill,  and 
sound,  discriminating  judgment. 

4.  But  least  of  all,  have  Gtncsbach,  and  his 
auxiliaries,  reason  to  complain  of  prepossessions 
aiud  prejudices  on  the  part  of  the  Original  Editors; 
wiio  are  themselves  so  open,  so  exposed  to  re- 
crimination. Listen  to  one  of  his  boasted  Canons 
of  Ci'iticism, 

"  Among  several  readings  of  the  same  place, 
[or  passage  of  Scripture]  that  may  justly  be  held 
as  suspected,  which  manifestly  favouis  the  dogmas 
of  the  Ortliodo.r,  above  the  rest."  Proleg.  p.  Ixii. 
Or,  as  more  fully  and  plainly  expressed  by  his 
Unitarian  commentators, — "  The  works  of  those 
writers  who  are  called  Heretics,  such  as  Valen- 
tinian,  Marcion  *,  and  others,  are  as  useful  in 
ascertainincr  the  value  of  a  readinir,  as  those  of  the 

*  These  were  tlie  first  cornipfors  of  the  sacred  Canon,  as 
we  learii  from  the  high  authority  ot  Origtn,  the  father  of 
criticism. — "  I  know  of  no  others  that  have  conf.pted  the 
Gospely  (fjttroi^ai^x^aciircc^  t"  tixyyiMov,)  except  the  followers 
of  Marcioit,  and  of  Valentinus,  (not  Valaitiniau,)  and  perhaps 
those  of  Luciaiu"  Contra  Cels.  torn.  i.  j.  411 — S.  Nolan, 
p.  431.  But  what  Hcrcf/c  could  vie  with  Origcii  in  Icaniifig 
and  hi)iiesty  f 
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Fathers  who  are  entitled  Orthodox :  for  the 
heretics  were  often  more  learned  and  acute,  and 
equally  honest.''''     Introduc.  p.  xviii. 

Such  avowed  predilection  for  heret'ical  innova- 
tion, surely  disqualified  the  author  from  the  due 
discharge  of  the  critical  functions  of  a  zealous  and 
upright  defender  of  the  Ja'itk  once  committed  to 
the  Saints ;  who  is  bound  to  prove  all  things ; 
and  then,  rejecting  the  erroneous,  without  respect 
of  persons,  parties,  or  sects,  to  holdfast  what  is 
good. 

Gricsbach  evidently  borrowed  the  foregoing 
Canon  from  ITetstein,  New  Testament,  Vol.  11. 
p.  864,  and  altered  it,  for  the  worse.  Wetstein 
expressed  it  more  guardedly,  thus  : 

(12.)  "  Between  tzvo  various  readings,  that 
which  appears  more  orthodox,  is  not  immed'iately 
to  be  preferred  to  the  other." 

Here,  the  predilection  is  supposed  to  be  in 
favour  of  orthodoxy ;  as  it  ought  to  be,  in  every 
well-regulated  mind.  Indeed,  we  have  reason  to 
apprehend,  that  the  precious  halms  of  the  English 
Ujiitarians,  or  their  grateful  incense  to  his  first 
edition,  brake  the  head,  or  disordered  the  judg- 
ment, of  this  ''  liberal  Trinitarian ;''  while  the 
munificent  patronage  of  their  noble  leader,  the 
Duke  of  Grafton,  warped  his  integrity;  and 
both,  probably,  rendered  him  a  decided  Unitarian 
in  the  second  ;  in  which  we  seek  in  vain  for  his 
former  profession  of  Faith  in  the  Divinity  of 
Christ,  recorded  in  the  first  edition,  and  noticed 
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in  my  last  letter.  Grieshach  relates,  Avith  much 
gratitude,  in  the  Preface  to  his  second,  the  en- 
couragement he  received  from  that  nobleman,  to 
Tindertake  it,  by  the  liberal  offer  of  defraying  the 
ex  pence  ;  and  the  paper  for  that  part  of  the  edi- 
tion intended  for  the  London  market,  Me  were 
told  at  the  time,  by  Mr.  Elmsley,  the  London 
publisher,  was  actually  furnished  by  his  Grace  : 
whose  panegyrists,  the  Unitarian  Editors,  celebrate 
*'  his  liberal  patronage  of  the  work,"  and  insinu- 
ate their  own  obligations  likewise  to  his  munijicencey 
in  promoting,  we  may  presume,  their  Improved 
Version,  p.  xxvi.  ;  of  which,  no  less  than  three 
editions  were  published  in  the  same  year,  1808. 

Grieshach' s  first  edition  was  published,  1775— 
1777,  his  second,  1796 — 180().  During  the  long 
interval  of  thirty  or  forty  years  employed  in  the 
business  of  collating,  and  publishing,  he  com- 
plains, at  the  melancholy  close  of  his  second 
preface,  that  his  professional  engagements  com- 
bined with  the  drudgery  and  duration  of  his  fre- 
quently-interrupted labours,  naturally  contributed 
"  to  impair  the  vigour  of  his  mind,  to  blunt  the 
edge  of  his  understanding,  and  to  cloud  his  judg- 
ment."— Ligenue  tamen  fateor,  si  vel  maxime 
tolas  Jiebdomadas  continuo,  vacare  huic  operi 
licuisset,  tamen  me  parem  non  fuisse  sustinendo 
per  tantum  iemporis  spatium  operi,  quod  nimis 
din  continuatuni,  animi  'vires  iajringit,  mentis 
aciem  hebetat,  judiciuvique  obfuscat, 

5.  Hence,    we  may  presume,   he,   un\^ittingly, 
6 
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pt-onoiinced  the  highest  encomium  on  the  Vulgate 
Greek  text,  where  he  meant  a  censure :  namely, 
that  it  does  not  differ  in  a  hur,dred  places  from  the 

standard   text   of  Erasmus ! Such   a   trifling 

difference  is  really  astonishing :  that  a  succession 
of  Original  Editors,  from  first  to  last,  all  differ- 
ing from  each  other  in  religious  principles,  and 
prejudices  of  education,  and  some  of  them  en- 
gaged in  violent  controversies  with  each  other, 
Siunica,  Erasmus,  Beza,  &c.  should  all  so  nearly 
harmonize  with  each  other  in  the  construction  of 
their  respective  texts,  affoids  the  strongest  evi- 
dence of  the  literal  coriectness,  in  general,  and 
the  doctrinal  integrity  throughout,  of  the  received 

text. And    how   are   we    to  account  for  this 

strange  and  surprizmg  harmony  of  jarring  ele- 
ments ?  Only,  from  their  profound  "ceneration 
for  the  Holy  Scriptures  ;  an  honest  and  good  heart 
controuling  their  principles  and  their  prejudices ; 
and  the  fear  of  that  censure,  which  speedily,  and 
inevitably  awaited  them,  from  their  quick-sighted 
rivals  and  opponents,  should  they  be  found  "  to 
handle  the  word  of  God  either  unskilfully,    or 

deceitfully.""  " Ne    sit    causa    calumniandi. 

These  were  the  com.bined  and  powerful  motives 
oi Religion  and  Policy,  which  we  may  be  assured 
influenced  them,  and,  under  God's  Providence, 
brought  the  blessed  work  to  its  comparative  state 
of  perfection.  And  the  profession  of  Robert 
Stephens,  in  the  preface  to  his  first  edition,  we 
may  rest  assured,,  was  the  profession  of  all. 

VOL.    II.  .D 
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'^  In  printing  this  work,  we  scrupulousli/ 
eai[)loye(l  the  same  diligence,  as  usual  in  other 
works,  and  even  greater,  as  was  fitting.  For, 
having  procured  some  manuscript  copies,  almoat 
"Worthy  to  he  adored  for  their  appcarame  oj 
antiqiiitij  (of  which  the  Royal  Library  easily 
supphcd  us  witli  ahimdance)  we  so  edited  this 
our  work,  that  we  did  not  suffer  a  single  letter  to 
be  otherwise  than  the  majority  of  the  best  manu- 
scripts approved  by  their  testimony.  Beside  other 
helps,  we  were  assisted  also  by  the  Complutensian 
edition/' 

From  this  last  passage,  it  is  evident  that 
Stephens,  and  his  brethren,  sought  agreemeiifs 
of  the  oldest  and  best  manuscripts  and  editions  : 
a  more  useful  mode  of  collation  truly,  than  the 
modern  of  hunting  for  d(l/'ere?ices ;  and  it  is 
strongly  recommended  by  the  critical  JMieliaeiis, 
and  by  common  sense. 

II.  We  next  proceed  to  the  second  head; 
Griesbacfis  more  heinous  charge  of  the  early  and 
continued  corruption  of  the  Sacred  Canon 
itself 

This  charge  pervades  the  whole  of  his  writings,^ 
as  being  the  assumed  ground  of  the  necessity  of 
correcting  the  received  text.  I  shall  select  a 
few  passages  from  his  Prolegomena  and  Symbolcc 
Criticce  in  which  it  is  openly  avowed. 

"  No  recension,  (rcvisal,  or  edition  of  the 
sacred  text)  in  any  manuscript  now  extant,  is 
found  incarrupt,  such  as  it  originally  was,  [in  the 
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Autographs  oi  i\\e  inspired  writers.]  But,  during 
the  time  that  intervened  between  the  origins  of 
the  recensions,  and  the  births  of  the  manuscripts 
now  subsisting,  each  (singulce)  of  the  copies  of  <2// 
the  recensions  were  corrupted  in  many  ways : 
namely,  thrr)ugh  the  mistakes  or  carelessness  of 
ignorant  or  hasty  transcribers :  by  glosses,  ?2ezv 
interpretations,  or  additions,  Avhich  crept  from 
the  margin,  or  from  any  other  quarter,  into  the 
text ;  or  by  ojuissions :  or  else,  by  introducing 
the  readings  of  the  recensions  of  one  family ,  into 
those  oi  another.  Insomuch  that  the  manuscripts 
of  a  recension  made  in  \\.\t  fifth  or  sixth  century, 
(the  Alexandrine  for  instance)  could  not  but 
differ  in  many  places  from  the  primitive  Alex- 
andrine  text,  as  it  stood  at  the  commencement  of 
the  third  Century."     Proleg.  p.  Ixxviii. 

'^  We  readily  acknowledge,  that  no  recension  is, 
or  ever  was,  free  from  blemishes ;  for  neither  the 
Alexandrine,  nor  the  Western,  were  taken  from 
the  autooraph,  but  were  transcribed  from  copies 
interpolated  througJiout.'''  Symb.  Crit.  Vol.  i. 
p.  cxxi. 

"  But  that  I  have  neither  wilfully  concealed 
nor  dissembled  the  faults  oi  any  manuscript,  suffi- 
ciently appears  from  this,  that  I  have  candidly 
pointed  out  innumerable  and  most  grievous 
errors,  committed  in  these  very  manuscripts, 
which,  in  other  respects,  I  highly  prize  :  such  as 
B,  C,  D,  L,  1,  3,  \^,  124,  157,"  &c.  Proleg.  p,  1, 
note. 

»  2 
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But  Grieshach  completely  failed  to  substan- 
tiate this  cliarge  of  corruption,  introduced  be- 
fore the  conitnencement  of  the  third  Century, 
into  the  xoivn  ixooais,  or  "  J'ulgate  edition'  of 
the  N.  'V.  \\hicli  v.  as  referred  to  by  Clemens 
Alcxandrinus,  and  Origen,  in  the  East ;  and  by 
Tertullian  and  Cijprian  in  the  West.  Proleg.  p. 
Ixxiv.  as  appears  from  the  following  humiliating 
confessions  on  his  part : 

"  But  I  candidly  acknowledge,  that  I  still  want 
some  helps  ;  which  are  indispensably  requisite  for 
the  Critic  who  means  to  shew  not  only  the  differ- 
ences, and  nature,  but  what  is  more  difficult,  the 
liisloty  also,  the  origins,  and  the  changes,  of  all 
the  ancient  recensions,  so  plainly,  as  not  unrea- 
sonably to  hope  that  he  is  able  to  prove  his  asser- 
tions to  skilful  judges.""  Symbol.  Crit.  Pref. 
p.  xiv.  And  further,  as  shrewdly  observed  by 
Nolan,  The  declining  confidence  of  our  author, 
at  length  falls  to  the  ground,  in  his  last  declara- 
tion : 

**  The  orioin  of  the  various  recensions  of  the 
text  of  the  New  Testament,  for  want  of  sufficiently 
ancient  documents  and  testimonies,  cannot  be 
related  historically  ;  nor  is  it  my  business  here  to 
patch  up  the  defect,  by  conjectures^  Proleg.  p. 
Ixxiv.  Inquiry,  &c.  p.  4^7 — 429. 

2.  The  charge,  is  not  only  unfounded,  but 
false  ;  as  will  appear  from  the  true  history  of  the 
riie  and  progress  of  tiie  sacred  Canon  ;  for 
compiling  which  history,  abundant  helps,  blessed 
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"be  God,   are  still  extant,   in  the  wide  range  of 
ecclesiastical  records. 

The  sacred  Canon  was  gradually  formed  during 
the  life  time  of  the  Apostles,  from  the  Autographs 
or  original  writings  of  the  i)ispired  penmen  ;   and 
was   finally   closed    by    the   venerable  John   the 
Evangelist,    the    last    survivor    of   the    Apostles, 
about  the  end  of  the  first  century ;   for  he  died 
about  A.  D.    102.   See  Lardner.     At  that  time, 
the  authenticity  and  integrity  of  the  sacred  canon 
and  text  are  unquestionable.     It  could  neither  be 
corrupted  by  the  Orthodox,  if  they  were  so  im- 
pious,   nor   by  the  Ileterodo.v,    if  they  were   so 
foolish,  as  to  attempt  it :  The  Autographs  being 
all  along   in    the  careful  custody  of  the  several 
Churches  to  which  they  belonged,   who  preserved 
them  with  the  utmost  circumspection,  and  religious 
veneration.    The  first  copyists,  we  may  be  assured, 
transcribed   the  precious  Originals,  with  the  most 
scrupulous    exactness :     Ttie    slightest    deviation 
cou/d  have  been  easily  detected,   on  the  spot,   by 
their  employers,    and   by   the  Guardians  of  the 
sacred   deposits,    from   immediate   collation ;    and 
this  ivould  not  easily  have  been  neglected,  cither 
by  the  one,  or  by  the  other. 

How  long  the  Autographs,  or  Originals,  sub- 
sisted, or  lasted,  is  not  recorded.  They  certainly 
existed  at  the  commencement  of  the  tisird  century, 
for  TertuUian,  the  learned  Afiican  Father,  about 
A.  D.  200,   boldly  appealed  to  their  authority  in 
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his  controversy  with  Praxeas  the  Sabellian,  Mar- 
cion  the  Heretic,  &c. 

He  thus  combats  tlie  corrupted  New  Testament 
o(  Alarcion ;  "  I  say,  that  my  copy  is  true,  he 
says  the  same  of  his  own.  I  affirm  his  copy  to 
be  adulterated,  he  affirms  the  same  of  mine. 
What  shall  decide  between  us,  but  the  consider- 
ation of  Time,  ascribing  authority  to  the  more 
ancient,  and  presupposing  vitiation,  in  the  more 
modern,'''  [uhere  they  contradict  each  other]. 
And  after  appealing  to  the  evidence  in  his  favour 
of  the  Greek  copies  then  in  general  circulation, 
he  suddenly  breaks  out  into  the  following  sublime 
^nd  triumphant  apostrophe,  addressed  to  the 
laudably  inquisitive  Christian  reader,  concerned 
iibout  the  work  of  his  salvation  : — "  Traverse  the 
Apostolical  Churches, — in  which  their  ozvn  origi- 
nal epistles  are  recited  from  the  chairs  in  which 
they  presided,  echoing  the  voice,  and  representing 
the  face,  of  each  in  particular.  Is  Achaia  next 
to  you  ?  Go  to  Corinth.  If  you  are  not  iar  from 
Macedonia,  go  to  Philippi,  go  to  the  Thessaio- 
oiians.  If  it  be  in  your  power  to  repair  to  Asia^ 
go  to  Ephesiis.  If  you  are  adjacent  to  Italy,  go 
to  Rome,  where  our  authority  is  ready  for  in- 
spection." 

It  has  been  objected  by  Porson,  (Letters  to 
Travis,  p.  276,)  and  by  Lardner,  that  the  phrase 
ipsce  authenticoi  literce  eorum  meant  either  *'  au- 
thentic  transcripts  pf  the  Letters  of  the  Apostles^ 
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or  else,  "  correct  translations''  but  neither  of 
tiiese  interpretations  correspond  to  the  phrase- 
ology, nor  to  the  argument  of  this  Father:  1.  In 
Tertullians  age  and  country,  authentiae  litenc 
was  considered  as  synonymous  with  ipsa  cpistola, 
eadem  cpistola.  Tlius,  Cyprian  his  pupil,  wishing 
to  know  whether  a  letter  he  received  from  the 
Roman  Deacons,  was  genuine,  or  not,  writes 
back  thus  :  Eandem  ad  vos  cpistolam  autheuticam 
remisi,  ut  rccognoscatis  an  ip.sa  sit  quani  Clcmenti 
hypodiacono  perferendam  dedistis:  ])erquam  etenim 
grave  est,  si  epistolce  Clcriccc  Veritas  mendacio 
ahquo,  et  fraudc  corrupta  est.  Hoc  igitur  ut 
scire  possimus,  et  scriptura  et  subscriptio  an 
vestra  sit,  recognoscite  ;  et  nobis  quid  sit  i?i  vero^ 
rescribite.  S.  Cyprian  Epist.  ix.  p.  ]9-  Ed. 
Oxon.  quoted  by  Nolan,  p.  115.  2.  The  other 
interpretations  would  have  been  totedly  irrelevant 
to  Tertullians  argument.;  which  was^  to  decide 
the  question  of  authenticity  between  the  received 
Greek  text,  at  that  time,  and  the  AposfoUcum  of 
Marcion,  by  an  appeal  to  the  autograp/is,  or 
original  epistles^  of  St.  Paul,  still  pi-eserved  in 
the  Churches  founded  by  him,  in  Asia,  Greece  and 
Jtal^.  And  that  this  uas,  indeed,  Tertullians 
meaning,  appears  from  a  parallel  passage  against 
Jllarcion,  Lib.  iv.  furnished  by  Travis,  p.  94. 

"  In  fine,  if  the  truer  be  the  older;  if  the 
older,  that  which  was  from  tlie  beginning  ;  that 
which  w^as  from  the  beginning,  from  the  Apostles; 
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it  will  evidently  appear,  that  only  was  delivered 
by  the  Apostles,  which  has  been  preserved  as 
sacrosanct,  in  the  Churches  of  the  Jpostles, 
Let  us  inspect  then,  what  milk  the  Corinthians 
derived  froin  Paul ;  by  what  rule  the  Galutian^ 
were  recorrected ;  what  the  Philippiafis,  Thessa- 
lonians,  Ephesians  read  ;  what  also  the  Romans 
rehearse,  very  near  us,  to  whom  Peter  and  Paul 
left  THK  GOSPEL,  Sealed  with  their  blood." 

And  can  we  doubt  whether  the  autographs  of 
the  Apostles  were  in  being,  at  the  beginning  of 
the  fourth  century,  when,  according  to  Griesbach's 
own  concession,  the  Alexa7idrian  and  JVestern  re- 
censions were  made? — Surely,  there  is  no  reason 
to  suppose,  that  these  precious  "  parchments^ 
2  Tim.  iv  13.  were  lost  or  decayed  in  the  short 
space  of  a  century  from  Tertulliatfs  time ;  from 
considering  the  many  centuries  which  some  of  the 
oldest  have  lasted.  The  age  of  the  venerable 
Alexandrine  manuscript  has  been  traced  by  the 
learned  and  sagacious  IFoide,  who  published  a 
fac  simile  thereof,  to  a  period  not  later  than  A.  D. 
367.  See  his  Praef.  in  Cod.  Alex.  p.  ix.  }  44,  45. 
or  Nolan,  p.  1^1—123.  Nolan  thinks,  that  its 
tiext  was  formed  under  the  inspection  of  St.  Afi- 
thanasius  himself,  p.  224 ;  and  if  so,  can  we 
question  whether  it  might  not  have  been  framed, 
in  part  at  least,  either  from  some  of  the  apostolic 
autographs,  or  from  the  first  copies  taken  from 
thenpe?     Having   thus   proved   by   a  connected 
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chain  of  external  evidence,  that  the  sacred  canon 
subsisted  pure  and  uncorrupted  from  the  Apostolic 
age  till  the  close  of  the  Jhur^th  century;  it  is 
unnecessary  to  add  a  further  exposure  of  the 
futility  and  falsehood  of  GriesbaclCs  charge. 
However,  to  give  him  "  full  measure,  heaped  up, 
and  pressed  down,  and  running  over,"  we  can 
shew,  that  it  could  not  have  been  materially  cor- 
rupted from  that  time  forward,  to  the  era  of 
printing.  And  this  will  appear  from  the  masterly 
recapitulatioji  of  the  whole  evidence,  by  JVoIcm, 
p.  227. 

"  From  the  constant  intercourse  which  sub- 
sisted between  the  diflferent  branches  of  tiie 
Catholic  Church  *,  the  wide  and  rapid  circula- 
tion of  the  Scriptural  canon  must  be  inferred  by 
necessary  consequences.  From  its  universal  dis- 
persion, must  be  inferred  its  [uniformiti/,  and] 
freedom  from  material  corruption.  P^erhal  errors, 
indeed,  might  have  arisen  in  the  text,  and  have 
been  multiplied  by  the  negligence  of  successive 
transcribers  :  and  the  destruction  of  the  sacred 
books  in  particular  regions,  [especially  during  the 

*  The  intercourse  between  the  Syriac,  Greek  and  Roman 
Churches,  was  of  the  closest  kind  under  the  immediate 
successors  of  the  Apostles.  St.  Clement,  the  companion  of 
St.  Paul,  [and  Bishop  of  Rome,  alter  Linus]  communicated 
with  the  Connthian  Church,  St.  Puli/carp  the  disciple  of  St, 
John,  and  Bishop  of  Smi/nia,  visited  Roinc  And  St.  Ignatius^ 
Bishop  of  Antiodi,  communicated  with  the  Cliurches  c^ 
JUpliCfus  and  Jlotne,  and  visited  b©th  in  person. 
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Diocletian  persecution,  which  extended  to  the 
remotest  parts  of  the  Romcni  empire,  Brilain,  &c.] 
might  have  artbrded  opportunity  to  particular  7'C- 
i:isers,  to  publish  editions  of  the  text  with  Janci(;d 
improvements ;  [especially  during  the  predomi- 
nance of  the  Arian  faction  in  the  East  for  forty 
years,  from  the  death  o^  Const  ant  ine  i\\e  Gy&^\.^ 
till  the  reign  oi  Tlieodosius.~\  But  from  the  diff cli- 
ent interests,  which  divided  the  Church,  these 
alterations  must  have  been  confined  to  unimport- 
ant points,  or  have  continued  but  for  an  inconsi- 
dcrablc  period." 

"  The  state  and  Jiistory  of  the  Text  furnishes 
numerous  confirmations  of  these  several  positions. 
The  testimony  and  quotations  of  the  primitive 
leathers,  who  lived  at  the  time  of  the  pascal 
controversy  [between  the  eastern  and  western 
Churches]  prove  that  the  Scriptures  which  were 
then  generally  used  by  the  Church,  were  still  the 
same  which  were  published  by  their  inspired 
authors ;  and  as  far  as  the  testimony  of  these  early 
witnesses  extends,  that  they  are  llie  same  which 
are  now  in  use  in  our  Churches.  The  testimony 
of  those  primitive  Fathers,  is  connected  Avith  that 
of  St.  Athanasius  and  St.  Jerom,  by  a  very  few 
links,  which  prove  that  the  tradition  ^hich  was 
preserved  in  the  times  of  the  former,  could  not 
have  been  interrupted  in  the  times  of  the  latter. 
Their  evidence  is,  however,  as  tlosely,  as  it  is 
plainly,  set  forth  in  the  Alexandrine  manuscript, 
and  tlie  Latin  Vulgate  ;  wliichj  as  delivering  tlie 
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same  testimony  at  different  times,  and  under 
different  circumsiances,  furnish  by  the'iv  coincidence 
an  unanswerable  proof  of  the  integrity  of  the 
canonical  Scriptures." 

If  to  the  general  testimony  o^  manuscripts,  and 
of  the  Fathers  ;  we  add  the  testimony  of  the  pri- 
mitive Italic  Version,  anterior  to  the  Vulgate  of 
Jerom,  and  of  the  most  venerable  antiquity,  (in 
the  judgment  of  Griesbach  himself,)  which  pro- 
bably was  composed  in  the  /Ipostolic  age,  as  a 
voucher  for  the  received  Greek  text,  in  the 
Western  Church,  from  Avhich  it  was  immediately 
translated ;  and  also,  the  testiniony  of  the  primi-^ 
'tive  Syriac  Version,  the  next  in  antiquit}',  as  a 
voucher  for  the  Greek  text,  followed  by  a  con- 
siderable branch  of  the  Eastern  Church;  and  if 
we  combine  with  these  the  Greek  text,  actually 
subsisting  at  ihe  present  day,  v^ithout  interruption, 
in  the  Constantinopolita//,  and  her  daughter,  the 
Jlussian  Church ;  we  shall  not  want  accumulated 
evidence  of  a  Ji^'V'/]  ax^oais^  a  Vulgate  or  common 
edition  of  the  Greek  Text,  all  along  subsisting 
throughout  the  Catholic  Church ;  upon  which,  as 
a  basis,  were  formed  the  several  recensions  or 
revisals,  afterwards  made ;  and  from  the  remark- 
able conformity  that  reigns  between  the  Vulgate 
copies,  in  general  circulation,  we  have  abundant 
grounds  to  believe  that  no  material  depravation, 
did  or  could  prevail  in  the  original  text  from  the 
days  of  the  Apostles,  to  the  present  day. 

Ill,  We  come  now,  in  the  third  place,  to  exe 
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amine  these  several  recensions,  revisals,  or  editions 
of  the  original,  or  primitive  Greek  text.  And 
these  are  reduced  by  Griesbacli  to  three  classes, 
denominated  from  the  rei^ions  in  which  they  gene- 
rally prevailed. 

The  Aie.iandrine,  used  principally  at  Ale.van- 
dria,  and  in  Egypt,  which  agrees  with  the  cita- 
tions of  Clemens  Alexandrimts  and  Origen  espe- 
cially, in  the  second  and  third  century. 

The  IVestern,  which  prevailed  in  Italij,  Afy^ica^ 
Gaul  and  other  parts  of  the  West,  and  was  re- 
ferred to  by  TertuUian,  CypJ^ian,  Augustine,  &c. 
in  theii  citations. 

The  Byzantine,  or  ConstantinopoUtan,  which 
prevailed  throughout  the  patriarchate  of  Constant 
iinople,  in  Greece,  A&ia  Miner,  and  the  neigh- 
bouring provinces,  and  is  the  most  conformable  to 
our  Vulgate  Greek  text,  and  also  by  far  the  most 
numerous  in  the  existing  manuscripts  correspond- 
ing thereto.  Proleg.  p.  Ixxii — Ixxv.  Griesbach 
reckons  above  a  hundred  manuscripts  of  this  class, 
\vhich  minutely  harmonize  with  each  other. 

The  grand  object,  therefore,  of  Griesbach's 
scheme,  is  to  counteract  the  weight  of  numbers  in 
the  scale  of  this  last  class,  by  raising  the  import- 
ance of  a  Jew  of  the  other  classes,  especially  the 
Alexandrine,  his  favourite.  This  is  clearly  inti- 
Bfidted  in  the  following  passage  : 

*''  We  do  not  enquire  principally,  hoic  many 
manuscripts,  at  present  existing,  agree  in  a  par- 
ticular reading ;  but  we  study  chiefly,  to  iuvesti- 
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gate  hoxo  many  ancient  recensions,  originally,  had 
that  reading  ;  for  whatever  may  be  the  number  of 
witnesses  agreeing  with  each  other,  which  belong 
to  the  same  recension,  they  ought  to  be  counted 
as  one.  In  fact  therefore,  it  may  happen  that 
ixvo  or  three  manuscripts  possess  as  much  worth, 
as  a  hundred  others."  And  in  order  to  depreciate 
the  great  majority,  he  contends,  "^  that  they  were 
multiplied  by  the  incessant  labours  of  the  Greek 
Monks  of  the  ConstantinopoUtan  patriarchate, 
and  also  in  Egypt,  from  the  Ji/th  and  sixth,  down 
to  the  fifteen ih  Century."     Proleg.  p.  Ixxix. 

By  a   most  ingenious    and   elaborate   process, 

Nolan  developes  the  delusiveness  of  Grieshaciis 

complicated    scheme    of    thus    superseding    the 

testimony  of   the   many,    by  the   testimony  oi  a 

few  favourites  : 

.    1 .  By  correcting  the  foregoing  classification. 

2.  By  denying  the  distinctness  of  the  Alexan^ 
drine  and  JVestcrn  Classes,  as  separate  and  inde- 
pendent witnesses  opposed  to  the  third. 

3.  By  proving  that  the  Byzantine  or  Constan- 
tinopoUtan  recension,  found  in  the  great  body  of 
manuscripts,  is  tlie  best,  or  nearest  to  the  Kwn 
cx^offif,  the  primitive  Vulgate  edition ;  and  his 
favourites,  the  Akjcandrine  and  Western,  found 
only  in  a  few  manuscripts,  the  farthest  removed 
from  the  primitive  Vulgate,  and  the  most  corrupt ^ 
both  by  omissions  and  interpoiatipns. 

To  trace  his  whole  chain  of  ''  laboured  pro^p^ 
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rtnd  connected  argument,  through  all  its  varioil5 
links,  occupying  near  600  closely  ])rinted  pages, 
and  exhaustive  of  the  suhjcct,  would  far  exceed 
the  scanty  limits  of  this  Letter,  and  the  object  in 
view;  which  is,  merely  to  furnish  a  populctr  sketch 
of  a  very  abstruse  investigation,  thereby  to  excite 
the  curiosity,  and  draw  the  attention  oi  Scholars, 
to  the  work  itself;  for  to  such  only  is  it  addressed, 
in  the  mass  of  tuUranslated  Greek  and  Latin 
Quotation,  with  wliich  it  abounds,  (pwvavra  wvETojciv, 
"  Speaking  to  the  i/iteilige?it."     Pindar. 

The  following  counter- statement  of  the  three 
recensions,  or  revisals  of  the  Konvi  v.'.ooant  or 
"  Vulgate  ediiioii"  is  given  by  that  great  critic, 
Jerom. 

"  Alexandria  and  Egypt,  in  their  Septuagint 
Version  [of  the  Old  Testament^  and  also  in  their 
exemplar  of  the  Gospel]  follow  the  text  of  Hesy- 
chins :    Constantinople,    as   far  as  Antioch,    \in 
Syrial  prefer  the  exemplars  oi  Lucia n  the  Martyr. 
The  intermediate  provinces  [of  Palestine]  read 
the  copies  which  were  composed  by  Origcn,  and 
published  by  Euscbiiis  [of  Cctsarea]  and  Pamphi- 
his.     Thus,    the   whole   world   contend   together 
(compugnat)    in   this   triple   variety.'"     liieron. 
advers.  Ruftin.     Lib.   ii.   cap.  xill.   Tom.    11.   p. 
240;  or,  see  the  original  passage,  Nolaiis  Inquiiy, 
p.  IJ,  72.     Tiiat  JcTo;;/  reckoned  J  hsychi  us  the 
eilitor  not  only  of  the  Septuagint  version  of  the 
Old  Tcstainenty   but  also  of  an  interpolated  re- 
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tension  of  the  Nezv ;  see  Nolan,  p.  100,  37. 
And  that  his  recension  prevailed  in  the  Roman 
Church,  is  shewn,  p.  148,  &c.  And  that  Origai 
eoniposed  his  Hexapla  and  Commentaries,  not  at 
Ale.vandria,  from  whence  he  was  banished,  but 
at  CcEsarea  in  Palestine,  where  he  resided  for 
many  years,  p.  8 — 12.  Upon  the  higher  autho- 
rity of  Jerom,  therefore,  we  are  warranted  to 
coirect  Griesbach's  classification,  by  substituting 
Palestine  for  Alexandrine  ;  and  Alexandrine,  or 
Egyptian,  for  Jl'tstern  ;  and  to  represent  the 
three  recensions,  as  the  Palestine,  by  Euscbius ; 
the  Egyptian,  by  IlesycJiius  ;  and  the  Byzantine, 
by  Lucianus,  p.  lOJ. 

From  knowing  their  authors,  we  know  the  times, 
nearly,  in  which  each  recension  was  made,  and 
their  respective  characters. 

Lucianus  was  a  presbyter  of  Antioch,  who 
flourished  about  A.  D,  290,  he  is  celebrated  for 
his  piety  and  learning,  by  Eusebius,  Cln^ysostom, 
Jerom,  Ruffimts  and  Sozomeii,  and  suffered 
martyrdom  in  the  Diocletian  persecution,  about 
A*  D.  311i,  according  to  Lardner,  vol.  iii.  p.  323. 
And  his  memory  was  highly  honoured  by  Con- 
itantine  the  Great.  Jerom  inform  us,  that  "  he 
laboured  so  much  in  the  study  of  the  Scriptures, 
that  even  in  his  time,  some  exemplars  of  the 
Scriptures  were  called  (Lucianea)  Lucian's  edi- 
tion." And  also  that  "  this  edition  corresponded 
to  the  yoivr,,  "  the  common,  or  Vulgate'  edition, 
which  differs  from  that  of  0?'igen,  and  Eusebius 
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oi  Cicsarea.''  S.  Ilier.  Catal.  Scrip.  Eccl.  Tom. 
i.  p.  128;  F.pifttol.  cxxxv.  Tom.  iii.  p.  377.  Or 
see  Inquiry,  pp.  125,  88. 

Hesychius  uas  a  bishop  in  Egypt,  who  suffer- 
ed martyrdom  alout  the  same  time,  A.  D.  31  J,  or 
3 12,  according  to  Lardntr,  vol.  iii.  p.  328.  He 
was  an  admirer  of  Origen.  Inquiry,  &:c.  pp. 
442—445. 

Eusebius  Eishop  of  Ccesarea,  published  an 
exact  edition  of  Origens  Hea'apla,  with  the 
assistance  of  his  learned  and  excellent  friend 
Pamphilus,  presbyter  at  C(esarea ;  and  there- 
fore, before  the  imprisonment  of  the  latter,  about 
A.  1).  307,  and  his  martyrdom,  309.-  Lardner, 
iii.  p.  336  ;  iv.  p.  203. 

This  seems  to  be  the  edition  referred  to  by 
Jerom  above,  as  the  Palestine ;  rather  than  the 
^^Jifty  copies  of  the  sacred  Scriptures,"  which  the 
Emperor  Constantine  the  Great  wrote  to  Eusebius 
to  get  transcribed  at  Ccesarea,  with  all  dispatch, 
and  sent  to  him  for  the  use  of  the  new  Churches 
he  had  built  at  Constantinople,  for  the  accommoda- 
tion of  the  multitude  of  Christian  Converts,  who 
were  then  flocking  into  the  Church.  "  Which 
orders,"  adds  Eusebius^  "  were  immediately 
obeyed  by  us."  Constantinople,  formerly  Byzan* 
tium,  was  enlarged  and  consecrated  in  the  year 
A.  D.  330  ;  and  this  transaction  took  place  about 
the  year  332.  See  the  Emperor's  letter  at  length, 
and  its  performance,  Eusebius,  De  Fit  a  Constant' 
tini,  Lib.  iv.  Cap.  xxxvi.  xxxvii.  in  his  Mork^, 
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vol.  i.  pp.  543,  544 ;  and  Lardnei\  vol.  iv.  p. 
185. 

From  a  partial  extract  of  this  letter  of  Constan- 
tine,  the  learned  author  of  the  Inquiry^  pp.  25, 
26,  rather  hastily,  it  seems,  considered  it  "  as 
conveying  authority  to  Eusebius  to  prepare  an 
edition  of  the  Original  Greek;"  and  "  vesting  him 
with  a  discretionary  power  to  select  chiefly  those 
sacred  Scriptures,  which  he  knew  to  be  useful  and 
necessary  to  the  doctrine  of  the  Church."  These 
"  sacred  Scriptures"  seem  rather  to  signify  the 
New  Testament,  in  preference  to  the  Old ;  and 
surely,  this  truly  Christian  prince,  would  be  tlie 
last  person  to  recommend  any  mutilation  of  the 
Scriptures ;  and  his  favourite  Eusebius,  (wIjo 
seems  to  be  unjustly  accused  oi Arianism*,  by  tlie 
Romish  writers,)  the  last  to  have  complied  with 
such  an  order,  if  it  had  been  given  !  This  vindica- 
tion is  due  to  both.  And  from  the  honour  in 
which  Constantine  held  the  memory  of  Lucianus, 
we  may  be  assured,  that  he  also  was  incapable  of 
mutilating  any  part  of  the  Sacred  Canon,  in  liis 
edition,  as  it  originally  came  from  him. 

The  comparative  values  of  these  three  recen- 
sions, the  Palestine,  Egyptian,  and  Byzantine, 
as  they  are  now  more  correctly  classed,  are  admi- 
rably ascertained  by  Nolans  important  discovery 

*  See  Bishop  Bull's  able  vindication  of  the  character  of 
Eusebius,  from  this  charge,  Dcfens.  Fid.  Niccen.  pp.  232, 
256,  275,  295,  and  his  own  confession  of  faith  before  the 
Nicene  Council.     Judic.  Eccks.  Cat  It.  p.  4^. 

VOL.  II.  £ 
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6i  three  recen^^ions  of  the  primitive  Italic  version, 
corresponding  thereto ;  namely,  the  Latin  Vulgate 
version  oi  Jerome;  the  Latin  version  of  the  younger 
Eusehius,  Bishop  of  Vtrcelli  in  Italy,  contained 
in  the  Codtx  Vevcelletisis,  and  Veroncusis ;  and 
the  much  earlier  text  of  the  Code.v  Brivia?2us,  or 
Brcsc'ian  manuscript,  preserved  at  Brescia  m 
Italy  likewise ;  all  published  by  Bkuicli'uii,  in 
his  Evaiigeliarium  Quadruple^',  containing  speci- 
mens of  the  principal  varieties  of  the  old  Italic 
translation.  Inquiry,  pp.  59,  6\,  153,  175, 
179. 

The  Latin  \^ulgate  was  reformed  by  Jerome, 
at  the  desire  of  Pope  Damasus,  who  employed 
him  to  revise  the  Latin  translation  then  used  in  the 
Roman  Church  on  account  of  its  de-viatlon  from 
the  Original  Greek.  Inquiry,  p.  15.  This  task  he 
executed  in  the  year  39S,  at  Bethlehem  in  Pales- 
tine,  where  he  settled  about  the  year  386,  and 
abode  for  the  remainder  of  his  life. 

'ilie  authorized  Latin  text,  which  be  reformed, 
was  that  of  the  younger  Eusebius,  of  Vercelli ; 
which  Eusebius  had  undertaken  to  form  by  desire 
of  Pope  Julius ;  \vhen,  after  his  exile  in  the 
Thebais,  he  settled  in  Italt/,  about  the  year  362. 
And  so  completely  had  this  Euscbian  text  super- 
seded that  of  the  primitive  Italic  version  ;  that  we 
retain  but  one  ])ijre  exemplar  of  that  venerable 
version,  made  in  the  Apostolic  age,  namely,  the 
precious  Brescia n  manuscript,  preserved  there, 
by  Philaster  Bishop  of  Brescia,  about  the  year 

t 
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380.  In  correctina:  the  Latin  translation  by  the 
Greek,  we  may  be  assured  that  Jerome  made  use 
of  the  recension  then  current  in  Palestine ;  namely 
the  Eiisehlan  ;  from  which  he  adopted  the  Euse- 
bian  Sections  and  Canons,  and  introduced  them 
into  his  Latin  Vulgate  text;  and  also,  that  the 
younger  Eusehius,  made  use  of  the  Hesychian 
recension,  then  current  in  Egypt,  and  we  know 
that  his  Patron  J  alius  maintaine'd  a  constant  inter- 
Course  with  the  Alexandrine  Church.  Inq.  pp, 
75,  76,  85,  14S. 

These  three   varieties    of  the   primitive  Italic 
version  are  found  critically  to  correspond  to  three 
ancient  Greek  manuscripts,  throughout.    Jerome's 
Vulgate,    to  the  celebrated  Vatican  manuscript; 
the  Vercelli  and  Verona  text,   to  the  celebrated 
Cambridge  manuscript  of  Beza  ;  and  the  Bresciaii 
text,    to  the  Harleian  manuscript ;   and  to  two 
prime  Moscow  manuscripts,    in  MatthcEis  New 
Testament.     See  Nolans  collations  of  the  three 
classes,  respectively,   taken  from  the  SermiOn  on 
the  Mount,   Matt.  v.  1 — 12.     Inquiry,   pp.  67 — 
69,   62.     We   are  therefore  warranted    by  these 
affinities,  to  conclude  from  the  foregoing  classifi- 
cation, that  the  Vatican  manuscript  is  an  exem- 
plar of  the  Euseblan  recension ;  the  Cambridge, 
of  the  Hesychian  ;   and  the  Harleian,   and  two 
Moscou\  of  the  Lucian  *'. 

*  Greek  Manuscripts  of  the  N.  T. 
Tlie  Unitarian   editors,    in    their   Iniruductiuii,    N.  T.  p. 
xtii.  xiv.  have  given   an  imperfect   account  of  some   manu- 
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From  the  venerable  antiquity,  and  closeness  of 
the  Brescia7i    text   to   its    corresponding   Greek 

scripts  of  the  highest  antiquity  and  repute.  I  shall  endea- 
vour to  improve  it,  from  Wdstcins  and  Gricsbac/i's  notation, 
and  classification,  and  from  the  fuller  account  of  the  Grcv'k 
manuscripis  in  general,  furnished  by  Wetstein,  Michaelis, 
and  Marsh.  The  following  are  in  the  uncial  character,  or 
in  capital  letters ; 

A.  The  Altxandrinc,  containing  the  Old  and  New  Testa- 
ment. A  fac  simile  of  the  latter  part  was  published  by 
JVoide,  A.  D.  1780.  It  was  proliably  written  in  Egi/pf, 
about  the  middle  of  the  fourth  century  ;  before  the  year 
367,  when  the  Council  of  iModkia  fonnaily  separated  the 
Epistles  of  St,  Clement,  which  are  found  therein,  from  the 
Canonical  Scriptures.  It  is  mutiliite<l,  and  interpolated  in 
some  places.  It  follows  the  Bi/zu/ih'ne  edition  in  the  Gospels ; 
the  Palestine,  in  St.  Paul's  Epistles;  and  the  Egyptian,  or 
Western,  in  the  Acts  and  Catholic  Epistles. 

B.  The  Vatican,  containing  the  Old  and  New  Testament. 
It  is  probably  of  equal  antiquity  with  the  Alexandrine  MS. 
and  more  correct.  Cardinal  CaraJ'a  published  an  edition  of 
the  Septuagint  version  of  the  Old  Testament,  in  15S7  ;  and 
reckoned  that  the  Manuscript  was  then  a  thousand  years 
old,  or  written  about  A.  D.  387.  i'he  various  readings  of 
the  four  Gospels  were  collated  carefully  by  professor  Birch, 
of  Copenhagen,  and  by  Ford,  at  the  end  of  his  Fragm.  Vers. 
Sahid.  Oxon.  179<).  It  is  mutilated  and  interpolated  in 
some  places.  Jt  follows  the  jrestcrn  edition  in  the  first  part 
of  Matthew's  Gospel ;  and  in  the  remainder,  and  three  other 
Evangelists,  the  Palestine  e«lition. 

C.  The  Ephrctn,  rescriptus,  containing  several  fragments 
of  the  Old  and  New  Testament,  over  which  are  written  the 
works  of  Lphran  Si/rus,  who  flourished  in  the  fourth  century. 
It  has  been  carefully  collated  by  U'etstein,  wlio  conjectures 
that  it  was  written  before  the  feast  of  the  purification  of  the 
Virgin  Mary,  instituted  A.  D.  542,  and  that  it  is  of  equal 
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exemplar  of  the  Luc'ian   edition,    the  foregoing 
testimony  of  Jerome  is  confirmed,  that  Litcian  re- 


antiquity  with  the  two  preceding,  A.  and  B.  from  the  simi- 
larity of  character.  It  agrees  with  both,  in  wanting  the 
clause  of  the  woman  taken  in  adultery,  John  viii.  1 — 11, 
and  in  the  same  order  of  St.  PauVs  Epistles. 

D.  The  Cambridge,  Stephens's  ^,  or  Bezus.  A  Greek  and 
Latin  Manuscript  of  the  four  Gospels  and  Acts.  It  is  pro- 
bably of  the  remotest  antiquity,  and  remarkably  corres- 
ponds, not  only  with  the  Vercelli  Manuscript,  and  the 
Western  Greek  recension,  but  in  many  of  its  peculiar  read- 
ings, with  the  Oriental  versions,  the  Vulgate  Syriac,  the 
margin  of  the  Philoxenian  version,  the  Jerusalem  Syriac 
version,  the  Coptic  and  Sahidic  ;  and  with  the  quotati<Mis  of 
Origeii.  Ilencc,  Dr.  Harxcood,  in  his  edition  of  the  Greek 
Testament,  Lond.  1776,  has  regulated  his  text  in  the  Gospels 
and  Acts,  chiefly  according  to  the  readings  of  this  Manu- 
script. Its  text,  however,  is  mixed,  and  in  several  places 
corrupt.  A  fac  simile  of  it  was  published  by  Kipling, 
A.  D.  1793. 

D  2.  The  Clermont,  or  Bcza's.  A  Greek  and  Latin 
Manuscript  of  St.  Paul's  Epistles  ;  which  Griesbach  reckons 
a  continuation  of  the  preceding,  and  therefore  marks  by  the 
same  letter,  in  his  second  volume.  But  Marsh  has  adduced 
some  strong  arguments  to  prove  that  they  are  different,  in 
addition  to  IVetsteiii's.  The  Epistle  to  the  Hebrews  is 
written  in  a  later  hand,  at  the  end  ;  and  therefore  was  evi- 
dently excluded  from  the  Canon,  by  the  original  writer  of 
the  manuscript. 

These  rank  in  the  first  class  for  antiquity. 

E.  The  Basil  of  IVetstein  and  Griesbach,  was  written  about 
the  ninth  Century,  and  contains  the  four  Gospels  with 
mutilations. 

E  2.  The  St.  Germain  of  fVetstein  in  his  second  volume, 
Greek  and  Latin;  supposed   to  be  for  the  most  part  copied 
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publi.-hed  the  primitive  Grceic  Vulgnte.  And 
consequently   that   the    manuscripts    conformable 

from  the  Clermont,  and  following  with  it,  and  the  Caivbridge, 
the  IVestern  ncpiision. 

¥.  Tlie  Aiigecm,  of  Wetstein's  second  volume.  A  Greek 
and  Latin  IMS.  of  bt.  Faul'$  Epistles.  It  follows  the  Western 
recension. 

G.  Ihe  WoJJian,  of  Wetstein's  first  volume,  and  Harleiun 
56S4  of  Gricsbach's  first  volume  ;  containing  the  four 
Gospels,  mutilated  ;  written  in  the  eleventh  or  twelfth 
century. 

G  2.  The  BoerneridK,  of  Wetstein's,  and  Griesbach's 
second  volume,  containing  all  St.  Paul's  E|.istles,  except 
to  the  Hebrews,  with  an  inteiiineary  Latin  version.  It  was 
published  by  Mailhoei,  in  ]791»  'J'i<l  frecjuenlly  agrees  with 
the  Clermont  and  Augean,  manuscripts  ;  which  shews  that  it 
belongs  to  the  IVestern  recension. 

K.  The  Ciiprian  of  Griesbach,  containing  the  four  Gospels, 
and  referred  by  Montfaucon  to  the  eighth  century;  by  Simon 
to  the  tenth.  It  agrees  in  some  peculiar  readings  with  the 
Cambridge  and  several  Moscow  manuscripts. 

L.  Stephens,  r,  or  eighth.  It  was  written  about  the  eighth 
or  niiiih  century,  is  mutilated  and  interpolated,  and  mixed 
in  its  readings. 

Ml.  V,  II,  and  B.  Three  oi  Motthcei's  Mosanv  manuscripts 
of  the  Gos|(els;  of  which  lie  gives  a  high  cliaracter  for 
antiquity,  correctness,  anil  agreement.  lie  supposes  they 
were  written  about  the  eighth  century,  and  he  principally 
followed  the  first  two  in  forming  his  edition,  which  may  be 
reckoned  u  Codix  criticus,  or  faithful  exemplar  of  the  Byzan- 
tine recension.  In  this  respect,  it  is  of  very  great  value; 
though  not  as  a  standard  edition  of  the  Text  of  the  New 
Testament  in  general  ;  because  he  «n<lervahied  too  much 
the  Egiiptian  or  H'tstern  edition,  which  he  called  sanrilis 
recensio,  "  a  scmvy  edition,"  running  into  tiie  opposite  ex- 
tren>e   from    Grieshack.     "   That    man,"    says   he,    "    would 
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thereto  are  the  most  valuable  of  all,  as  approach- 
ing nearest  to  the  text  of  the  primitive  Apostolic 
Canon.      Fortunately,    they   are    also  tlie    most 

surely  be  insane,  who  could  wish  to  compare  with  either  of 
these  manuscripts,  li  or  V,  ihe  Alexandrine,  Chrmont,.M, 
Germain,  Boernerian,  or  Cambridge  manuscripts  ;  which  are, 
undoubtedly,  raost  corruptly  interpolated,  from  the  Scholia, 
ami  Latin  Vulgate  Version,"  N.  T.  Voi.  VII.  Nuiitia 
Codicum,  p.  234,  265. 

The  following  are  written  in  small  letters. 

1.  The  Baai/,  or  Reuclilm,  containing  tlie  whole  of  tli« 
New  Testament  except  the  llevelution.  It  was  used  by 
Erasmus,  iu  his  third  edition  ;  and  is  supposed  to  have  been 
writtea  in  the  tenth  century.  It  contains  st)me  excellent 
and  remarkable  readings  in  accordance  with  the  Fhihxenian 
Syriac  Version,  and,  therefore,  is  probably  related  to  the 
Egyptian  edition. 

3.  The  Corsendoncensis,  containing  the  whole  of  the  New 
Testament,  except  the  Revelation.  It  was  ustis'^by  Erasfnns 
in  his  second  edition,  and  reckoned  by  him  elegantly 
written,  but  incorrect. 

13.  Kuster,  Paris,  6,  containing  the  four  Gospels.  It 
supplied  more  various  readings,  according  to  Wetstein,  than 
all  the  other  Parisian  manuscripts,  and  is  nearly  allied  to 
No.  1. 

17'  RegiuSy  rescriptus,  of  the  15th  century,  containing 
the  Epistles,  in  Greek  and  Latin.  '  It  belongs  to  the  same 
class  as  the  Alexandrine  MS.  in  the  Epistles ;  and  has  several 
kindred  manuscripts,  6,  10,  23,  31,  37,  39,  46,  4>7 ;  of  which 
31,  is  very  like  it.-  Symbol,  Grit.  torn.  i.  p.  x ;  torn.  ii.  p. 
134,  150;  Inquiry,  &c.  pp.  315,  513. 

69.  The  Leicester,  containing  the  whole  New  Testament. 
It  conforms  to  D. 

124.  Vindob.  Lamb.  31,  collated  by  Alter  and  Birch. 

157.  Urhino  Fat.  2. 
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numerous,  and  maintain  a  surprising  conformity 
with  eaci^i  other.  They  are  now,  therefore,  raised 
from  that  lowest  class,  to  which  the  prejudice,  and 
unskilfulness  of  Gn'e^^^c//,  had,  for  a  short  time, 
degraded  tliem,  to  the  first  and  highest ;  thanks 
to  the  skill  and  ingenuity  of  Xolan  ! — that  faithful 
"  Presbyter  of  the  United  Church,"  of  England 
and  Ireland. 

How  closely,  also,  our  Vulgate  Greek  text,  and 
authorised  E??giish  translation  correspond  to  the 
Harleian  and  Moscow  Greek  manuscripts,  and  to 
the  Brescian  Latin,  is  shewn  in  another  specimen, 
taken  from  the  first  chapter  of  the  Sermon  on  the 
Blount.  Inquiry,  pp.  62 — 65.  Nothing,  there- 
fore, seems  now  to  be  wanting  to  complete  the 
vindication  of  the  authority  of  the  Greek  Vulgate, 
as  a  correct  exemplar  of  the  oldest  and  purest 
recension  of  the  xou^i  sa^oai^,  or  primitive  edition  of 
the  Sacred  Canon. 

Grieshaclis  distribution  of  manuscripts  accord- 
ing to  his  three  recensions  or  editions,  is  fanciful 
and  conjectural  in  the  extreme ;  and  his  scheme 
for  reforming  the  received  text  thereby,  para- 
doxical. 

His  favourite  manuscript,  the  Alexandrine^ 
marked  A,  exhibits  the  three  recensions,  in  dif- 
ferent parts  of  its  extent.  "  In  the  Gospels,  it 
follows  the  Constantiuopolitan ;  in  St.  Paul's 
Epistles,  the  Alexandrine ;  and  lastly  in  the  Acts 
and  Catholic  Epistles,  the  text  of  the  JFestern 
recension,''  by  his  own  confession.     Sijmbol.  Crit. 
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torn.  i.  p.  ix.  note,   or  Inquiri^,  &c.  p.  225,  note. 

'*'  The  Vatican,    B,    in  the   former  part  of 

Matthezvs  Qo?,^t\,  follows  the  fFestern ;  in  the 
latter  chapters  of  Matthew,  and  in  Mark,  Luke, 
and  John,  it  agrees  with  the  Alexandrine^  Proleg. 

p.  Ixxxi.  or  Inquiry,  &c.  p.  106. And  he  admits, 

that   *'    there   is   not  at  present  any  manuscript 
extant,   which  every  tv/icre  so  faithfully  expresses 
one  and  the  same  recension,  as  to  have  no  readings 
from  other  recensions,  intermixed ;''  this  he  proves, 
by  the  example  of  some  principal  manuscripts; 
"  for  sometimes,    Origen  and  D  agree,  and  L 
disagrees;    at  other   times,  D  and  L  agree,  in 
opposition   to   Origen.^'      Symbol.  Crit.    torn.    i. 
p.  cxxviii.  or  Inquiry,    &c.  p.  318.     From  texts, 
therefore,   so  intermixed,   confused,  and  inextri- 
cably blended  together,  and  we  may  add,  syste- 
matically corruplcd,   npon   his  hypothesis,    what 
(Edipus  is  competent,  at  the  present  day,   to  the 
paradoxical  task  of  developing  the  truth! — Surely 
not  Griesbach,  notwithstanding  his  arrogant  pre- 
tensions,   as  a   sacred  critic.     Proleg.  p.  Ixxxi. 
Symb.  Crit.  tom.  i.  p.  cxx.  or  Inquiry,  &;c.  p.  S^7' 
And  he  confesses,  that  "  in  forming  his  edition  of 
the  Greek  Testament,    he  rejected   hundreds  of 
readings   in   the   Alexandrine  or  Palestine,  and 
thousands  in  the  Western  ;  as  either  false  or  im- 
probable ;  and  even  not  a  few  in  both  these  kin- 
dred recensions  conjointly."    Symbol.  Crit.  tom.  i. 
p.  xxviii.  or  Inquiry,  &c.  p.  334.    The  like  insta- 
bility and  uncertainty  is  found  in  the  citations  of 
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Origa?,  ills  grand  oracle;  who  was,  in  reality,  the 
prime  corruptor  of  the  purity  of  the  primitive 
text,  by  introducing  interpolations  from  Jpooy- 
p^flf/ Gospels,  and //er<f/ic<T/ Comments ;  as  fully 
proved  by  Nolan,  Inquiiy,  &c.  pp.  432 — 434,  &c. 

The  entire  strength  of  G  riesbach's  system  lies 
in  the  supposition  that  the  Alexandrine  and 
fFestern  recensions,  which  he  opposes  to  the  By- 
zantmCy  are  separale,  or  independent  witnesses  to 
the  integrity  of  the  sacred  text.  Proleg.  sect.  iii. 
p.  Ixxxil  Sijmbol.  Ciit.  torn.  ii.  p.  ccxxii. 

But  Grksbuch  himself  has  unwittingly  furnished 
evidence  sufficient  to  detect  the  fallacy  of  this  sup- 
position ;  the  discovery  of  -v^  hich  we  owe  to  the 
learned  reviewer  of  Valpy's  Editions  of  the  Greek 
Testament^  British  Critic,  October,  1816,  p.  403 
--415,  who  can  be  no  other  than  the  sagacious 
Nolan  :  of  whose  argument,  the  following  is  an 
abstract. 

A  remarkable  specimen  of  the  Alexandrine,  (or 
rather  Egyptian)  recension,  occurs  in  a  peculiar 
interpolation,  found  in  the  margin  of  the  Philoj- 
enian,  or  later  Syriac  version,  an^ong  the  collations 
of  Egyptian  manuscripts,  made  by  'Thomas  Hera- 
cliensis,  in  the  year  6 1 6,  as  we  learn  from  Adler 
de  Versionibus  Syriacis  Novi  Testament!,  lib.  ii. 
p.  46.  edit.  Ilafn.  1789'  This  is  given  by  Gries- 
bach  in  his  note  on  Act.  xw.  '■2\.  edit-  sec.  and 
also,  a  parallel  passage  in  the  Bohemian  version, 
thus : 


(   ^^^   ) 

.  .  .«5^  iUQ^nx.a.  Ss  uar^  TTuqad^iVxi  avrov  ^ix  rai  Evro^'.str,  ar 
i-)(pij.sv  7rcc^(X  T8  2c€'ar8.  £(  5s  Tis"  awTH  y.aTriyo^£t,  Xcyco 
tyoj  Iva  e-TTi^gEipy]  stj  Kajffa^eiav,  otto-'s  rrj^rjO-y)'  ktoj  eXS'ovtes' 
aCowv  )t.  T.  X. 

— Icrosoljjmis]+  petentes,  2it  earn  in  mortem 
tradererii.  Scd  in  accusatione  no)i  putui  cum 
tradere,  p?'Opfer  prceceptum  quod  habemus  a 
C(Ksare.  Si  quis  autem  velit  cum  eo  judicio 
contendere,  (sequatur  eum)  Cccsaream.  Et  ac- 
clamaverunt.  Sec. 

As  the  Bohemian  is  the  only  coincidence  fur- 
nished by  Grieabach,  we  may  safely  collect,  that 
this  singular  interpolation  is  not  to  be  found  else- 
uhere,  in  the  whole  range  oi  manuscripts,  versions^ 
and  Fathers.  But  how  are  we  to  account  for  its 
occurrence  in  the  Bohemian  version? — That  it 
was  introduced  therein  from  the  margin  of  the 
PhiloTenian  version,  is  utterly  improbable ;  if  we 
consider  the  remoteness  from  each  other  of  the 
regions  in  which  these  versions  were  made.  Nor 
does  Griesbach's  hypothesis,  that  the  Egyptian 
and  f Fes  tern  recensions  were  separate  or  indepen- 
dent witnesses,  afford  any  satisfactory  solution  of 
the  difficulty.  But  it  was  observed  before,  that 
an  early  intercourse,  and  a  close  connection,  sub- 
sisted between  the  Egyptian  and  Italic  Churches : 
Eusebius  Ferceliensis,  the  first  of  the  Western 
Fathers,  who  possessed  any  knowledge  of  Greek, 
is  expressly  said  to  have  revised  the  Latin  version, 
after   he  returned  from  exile  in   the  Thebais  of 
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Upper  Egypt  to  the  Italic  Diocese  ;  and  he  was 
followed  by  a  colony  of  monks  from  thence,  who 
settled  in  Italij.  \\y  this  means,  the  Egyptian 
recension  became  current  in  the  West ;  after  the 
loss  of  the  manuscripts  of  ihe  Kon-n  a^tooois-,  or  Vulgate 
edition,  which  perished  in  the  Diocletian  persecu- 
tion. But  the  Bohemian  Church  refers  its  origin 
to  the  Italic  Diocese*;  and  as  it  resisted  the 
usurpations  of  the  Romish  see  ;  and  preserved  its 
translation  of  the  Scriptures  free  from  the  subse- 
quent changes  introduced  by  Jerome,  8cc.  into  the 
Latin  Vulgate  ;  it  is  easy  to  see  how  this  remark- 
able interpolation,  first  passed  from  Upper  Egypt 
to  Italy ;  and  thence  spread  to  Hungary;  and 
so  was  pieserved  in  the  Bohemian  version,  when 
it  was  excluded  elsewhere. 

And  this  theory, — utterly  subversive  of  Gries- 
^«c/i>  hypothesis, — derives  additional  confirmation, 
from  inspection  of  the  principal  manuscripts  of  the 
Western  recension,  which  have  been  preserved  in 
monasteries ;  namely  the  Cambridge,  Clermont j 
St.  Germain,  and  Augean^X'S'S.  which  betray  their 
afiinity  to  the  Egyptian  recension,  in  the  remark- 
able form  of  their  characters,  and  also  in  the 
peculiar  readings  with  which  they  abound,  con- 
lonimble  to  the  Sahidic,  ov  old  thebaic  \ersion ; 
as  noticed  by  iMiinter: — Colligere  licet  tersionem 

*  Regcnvolsc,  Hist.  Ecrl.  Slav.  lib.  ii.  cap.  iii.  edit.  l(jo?, 
1>.  157. 
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Sahidkam  ad  eandem  codicum  dassem  referen- 
dam  esse,  ad  quam  Cod.  D  perthiet ;  eamque  ne- 
cessario  ex  codicibus  Grcecis  confectam  fuisse, 
Occidentalem  reccnsionem  eihibentibus. — De  In- 
dole Vers.  Sahid.  p.  6.  ed.  1794.  The  celebrity 
of  GriesbacJis  Critical  Edition  is  ascribed  prin- 
cipally, to  the  supposed  extent  of  his  researches, 
and  accuracy  of  his  collations.  But  this  appears 
to  be  equally  gratuitous  and  unfounded  with  his 
hypothesis. 

The  great  body  of  his  Notes,  is,  professedly,  an 
*'  epitome'  of  the  various  readings  of  manuscripts, 
versions,  and  Fatliers,  to  be  found  in  the  elaborate 
and  invaluable  collections  of  Mill,  augmented  by 
Kuster^  of  Betigel,  JVet stein,  Matthcei,  Alter, 
and  Birch,  Sec.  Proleg.  p.  li — Iv.  But  of  400 
]\JSS.  nearly,  which  appear  in  his  Catalogue, 
(p.  Ivii.)  he  confesses  that  he  collated  carefully 
(perlegi)  no  more  than  one  manuscript,  Ste- 
phens s  »),— eighth,  or  Ifetsteins  L;  and  even 
this  partially,  omitting  the  8 — 18  chapters  of  St 
Matthew ;  and  that  he  inspected  the  rest  (B,  C, 
D,  1,  13,  33;  69,  124,  1.57,  &c.)  only  in  particu- 
lar parts,  or  in  remarkable  places,  cursorily^ 
(cursoria  librorum  MSS.  perlustrationc.)  pp.  1. 
liv. — Thus  neglecting  the  testimony  of  the  many 
MSS.  of  more  M^eight  than  \{\s  feiv  fat'ouritcs,  by 
a  critninal  partiality. 

The  collations  of  ancient  versions,  he  selected 
from  the  foregoing  authors,   but  without  any  dis- 
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crimination  of  their  respective  merits  or  compa- 
rative authority,  or  notice  of  the  recensions  upon 
which  they  were  framed,  or  of  their  affinities  to 
each  other :  all  which  required  to  be  taken  into 
consideration.  In  selectins;  the  testimonies  of  the 
Fathers,  from  the  copious  collections  oi  JMill,  Wet- 
stein,  &c.  he  omitted  many  of  prime  importance; 
and  perverted  or  iniitilated  others,  so  as  to  make 
them  appear  to  say  what  they  did  not  say.  Se6 
the  foregoing  case  of  his  rejection  of  the  Doxo- 
logi/  of  the  Lord's  Prayer,  INlatt.  vi.  13,  which  is 
restored  upon  his  own  testimonies,  in  the  fore- 
going Letter  IV. — He  has  also  given  an  imposing 
list  of  MSS.y  J^ersions,  and  Fathers,  in  his  note 
on  INIatt  XV.  8.  justifying  his  exclusion  of  a  part 
of  Isaiah's  prophecy,  cited  by  our  Lord,  [syyt^st  aaoi] 

o  Xaof  «T©-   [tw  s-OjtxaTJ   avrcjv,   xai]   toi?    j^eiXeffi   /xc   rnxa, 

&c.  On  which  note,  Kolaii  has  shewn,  by  an 
elaborate  process,  (pp.  406  —  412}  that  of  the 
five  MSS.  cited,  one  is  of  the  Egyptian,  and/owr 
of  the  Palestine  recension  :  of  the  eight  versions, 
all  were  made  from  the  Fpyptian  and  Palestine 
recensions  ;  except  the  Syriac,  which  is  frequently 
accommodated  to  the  Palestine  :  and  of  the/bw;-- 
teen  Fathers  he  has  noted,  Origcn,  his  favourite, 
expressly  admitted  the  clause,  and  said  it  was  op- 
posed by  our  Lord  to  "  the  Jercs,  who  did  not 
believe  in  Jesus ;"  and  the  rest,  cither  said  nothing 
to  the  purpose,  for  which  they  were  cited  ;  or  if 
they  did,  depended  upon  the  Egyptian  and  Palfs- 
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iine  recensions  :  of  which,  Nolan  proves  satisfac- 
torily, that  the  Palestine,  at  least,  designedlu  tw- 
punged  the  Terij  clause  m  question  out  of  St. 
Mattliexv:  because  the  Codex  Alarchaliamis  of 
Isaiah,  (a  genuine  copy  of  the  Palestine  recen- 
sion) omitted  that  clause  m  the  prophet,  though  it 
was  indisputably  found  in  the  HebrezD  text. 

And  how  imperfectly  Giiesbach  collated  hi* 
manuscripts,  may  be  proved  from  his  own  confes- 
sion, respecting  the  very  remarkable  passage  of  the 
woman  taken  in  adultery,  John  viii.  1  — 11.  which 
he  marks  as  probably  to  be  omitted:  he  first 
notices  the  manuscripts  in  which  the  passage  is 
found :  Pericopa  de  adultera,  extat  in  D,  G,  H,  K, 
M,  U,  &c.  to  a  large  amount,  (pp.  477,  &c.)  next, 
those  in  which  it  is  omitted,  omittant  perlcopani 
A,  B,  C,  L,  &c.  and  lastly,  those  that  are  muti- 
lated, in  that  part,  or  7\ot  yet  examined:  Hiant 
aut  h.  1.  nondum  exatninati  sunt,  F,  I,  N,  O,  P, 
Q,  R,  T,  X,  &c.  amounting  to  4y :  and  to  these 
Nolan  adds  63  more  !  (p.  415.)  But  out  of  these 
\  12  manuscripts,  it  appears,  that  only  two  of  the 
former  (50,  114,)  and  seven  of  the  latter,  (\\^, 
116,  117,  118,  119,  120,  121)  ??/;?(- in  all,  were 
actually  inspected  or  collated  by  Griesbach  him- 
self I  they  being  so  distinguished  by  the  aster  ism  * 
prefixed  to  them  in  his  Catalogue,  (p.  ci.) 

Such  careless,  or  imperfect  examination,  in  so 
important  a  passage,  is  highly  reprehensible.  But 
having  established,  as  lie  imagined,  his  favourite 
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hypothesis^  upon  the  evidence  of  a  few  manu- 
scripts, Gi'iesbacJi,  either  cursorilij  inspected,  or 
gave  himself  no  concern  at  all,  about  the  many 
other  manuscripts  that  might  be  at  variance  with 
his  system. 

IV.  This  leads  us  to  the  fourth  head,  Gries- 
hach's  Canons  of  Criticism,  for  correcting  the  re- 
ceived text. 

These,  including  all  their  divisions  and  subdivi- 
sions, are  reducible  to  the  two  following  : 

1.  To  weigh  carefully  the  internal  evidence,  in 
judging  between  different  readings,  which  is  the 
best,  from  critical  comparison  of  die  text,  and 
context,  the  design  of  the  author,  the  peculiarities 
of  his  style,  historical  consistency,  and  other  cir- 
cumstances conformable,  or  repugnant  thereto, 
&c.     Proleg.  p.  lix — Ixiv. 

'2.  To  compare  the  whole  of  the  external  evi- 
dence, subsisting  in  the  respective  testimonies  of 
manuscripts,  versions,  and  Fathers ;  and  to  adopt 
those  readings  which  are  supported  by  the  greatest 
weight  of  evidence.  Proleg.  p.  Ixiv — Ixxii ;  Ixxix. 
Ixxx.  Symbol.  Crit.  tom.  ii.  p.  624,  or  Inquiiy, 
&c.  p.  3]  5— 317. 

These  Canons  are  chiefly  borrowed  from  IVet- 
stein,  and  altered  for  the  worse  ;  as  shewn  before 
in  a  single  instance.  JFetstein's  masterly  Disser- 
tations, his  Animadversiones  et  Cautwnes  ad  ex- 
amen  variarum  lectionum  N.  T.  necessarue,  and 
the  following,  Dc  interpretatione  Novi  Tcstamenti, 
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Vol,  ii.  pp.  851 — 854,  are  well  worthy  the  atten- 
tion of  the  sacred  critic. 

How  egregiously  Grieshach  has  failed  in  the 
application  of  his  boasted  Canons  to  the  three  dis- 
puted texts,  shall  be  shown  in  the  ybz^r  ensuing 
Letters. 


VOL.  ir. 


LETTER  IX, 

GnesbacVs  corruption  of  1  Tim.  iii.  \6. — proved  from  the 
external  evidence,  I.  of  Greek  MSS. — 2.  of  Ancient  Versions, 
—-3.  of  the  Greek  and  Latin  Fathers  ; — 4.  of  the  Standard 
printed  Editions ; — 5.  from  the  internal  exidence  of  the  pas- 
sage.— Judicious  remarivs  of  a  Unitarian  Critic  upon  Gries- 
bach's  corruption  of  the  text. 

JLHE  preparatory  view  of  Grieshaclis  specious 
but  fanciful  scheme,  for  correcting  the  received 
text  of  the  Greek  Testament,  in  my  last  Letter, 
now  leads  us  lo  the  consideration  of  the  three 
disputed  texts.  I  shall  begin  with  1  Tim.  iii.  16. 
on  .account  of  its  retnarkable  affinity  to  the  sublime 
introduction  of  Johns  Gospel,  verses  1 — 14;  de- 
tailing the  process  of  the  '*  great  mystery  of  God- 
liness,^' or  of  true  religion,  from  the  "  incarnation 
of  God"  THE  Oracle,  to  his  "  ascension''  into 
heaven;  thus  revealed  in  the  glorious  Gospel, 
or  *'  glad  tidings  of  great  joy,"  both  to  the  Jeztnsh 
and  Gentile  world,  Luke  ii.  10. 

Grieshach,  in  his  copious  note  on  the  text  under 
consideration,   thus  justifies  his  preference  of  the 
various  readings,  hs  and  S,  to  the  received  ©jor;  and 
his  reasons  for  ejecting  the  last  from  the  text,  and  , 
suhstituting  the  first  in  its  room. 

F  2 
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"  In  order  that  we  miiiht  be  consistent  with 
ourselves,  ue  have  admitted  into  the  text,  the 
readings  oj,  instead  of  ©sor ;  sating,  however,  the 
Judgment  of  every  reader  competent  to  judge. 
For,  the  cjitical  laws  which  we  proposed  in  the 
prolegomena  prefixed  to  the  first  volume  [of  the 
N.  T.]  required  this  ;  laws  which  the  most  learned 
critics  jointly  approved,  by  their  assent;  and  to 
the  standard  of  which,  we  studied  to  conform  the 
whole  text  of  the  New  Testament.  Accordingly, 
this  reading  bV,  is  supported  by  the  most  ancient 
witnesses  of  all  classes  [juanuscripfs,  versions,  and 
Fathers^  and  it  is  recommended  also,  by  its  inter- 
nal indications  of  trutfi.  On  the  contrary,  the 
Vulgate  0£of,  was  neither  the  primitive  reading  of 
the  J  le.randrine,  nor  of  the  1  Vest  em  recension  : 
and  further,  it  cannot  be  defended  by  arguments 
drawn  from  the  nature  [or  goodness"}  of  the  read- 
ing itself;  but  it  is  supported  only  by  a  number 
of  manuscripts  of  a  later  date,  belonging  chiefly 
to  the  Const antinopoUt an  recension ;  and  by  the 
dubious  credit  of  the  more  modern  Greek  Fathers; 
and  could  not  be  found  in  any  monument  of  anti- 
quity, prior  to  the  close  of  the  fourth  century." 

Every  part  of  this  summary  is  objectionable : 
the  saving  clause,  of  which  we  shall  avail  ourselves, 
excepted.  His  critical  laws  are  not  approved 
throughout,  by  the  most  learned  critics;  witness 
the  instance  adduced  in  the  last  Letter.  And  he 
has  not  closely  adhered  even  to  his  own  laws,  by 
whose  evidence,   we  hope  to  shew,  that  he  stands 
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convicted.  Contrary  to  order,  he  begins  with  the 
external  evidence,  prescribed  by  his  second  general 
canon,  in  preference  to  the  internal  evidence  pre- 
scribed by  his  Jirst,  and  surely  most  important, 
canon,  to  which  he  pays  little  or  no  attention  ;  and 
upon  a  careful  and  critical  examination  of  both 
internal  and  external  evidence,  ®e^s  will  be  found 
infinitely  belter  supported  than  oV;  and  should, 
therefore,  be  retained  in  the  text. 

Following  his  order,  however,  let  us  proceed  to 
examine  the  several  branches  of  the  external  evi- 
dence, comprized  in  his  general  argument  (A.) 
"  With  regard  to  the  xvitnesses  militating  in  sup- 
port of  the  three  readings  respectively: 

*' 1.  JManuscripts.  The  Gree/t  manuscripts, 
ACFG,  17,  73,  read  6V;  D.  has  S,  all  the  rest 
that  we  know  of,  and  also  of  Matthceis  collec- 
tion, 13;  oi  Alter  s,  8;  and  of  J3z>c/z>,  32;  ex- 
hibit 0EOf.  In  this  passage,  BEH,  and  some 
others,  are  mutilated.  But,  that  the  prime  read- 
ing of  tlie  MSS.  A  and  C,  was  not  (=)C,  (the 
abridgement  of  ©eoj)  as  some  thought,  but  rather 
OC  ;  and  that,  in  the  MS.  D,  the  prime  reading 
O,  was  changed  l)y  a  much  later  corrector,  into 
©C;  we  have  largely  shewn  in  the  Symbol.  Crit. 
torn.  i.  p.  viii—liv. ;  and  torn.  ii.  p.  5Q — 7^,  to" 
which  we  refer  the  reader." 

Here,  the  testimony  of  six  manuscripts  is  sup» 
posed  to  supersede  the  testimony  of  all  the  rest 
of  Griesbaclis  manuscripts,  (except  D,  and  the 
three  mutilated  BEH)  together  with  a  great  ma- 
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jority  of  Matthms,  Alters,  and  BircKs.  And 
even  of  these  six,  tlie  prime  reading  of  two,  A, 
the:  Alerandnnc,  and  C.  the  Ephrem  rescriptuSy 
is  disputed,  even  by  his  own  account.  But  when 
we  carefully  examine  the  evidence  on  both  sides, 
every  unbiassed  and  competent  judge  will  be  free 
to  decide  between  the  probabilities  in  favour  of 
<^"f  or  of  or,  in  tiiese  two  most  ancient  and  ce- 
lebrated manuscripts. 

1.  The  Alexandrine  manuscript  was  brought 
into  England,  m  tlie  year  1628,  by  Sir  Thomas 
Roe,  ambassador  at  Constantinople,  as  a  gift  from 
Cyrilhis  TAicaris,  the  patriarch,  to  king  Charles  I. 
It  was  first  inspected  by  the  learned  librarian  of 
the  king's  library,  Junius,  or  '*  Young,"^  who  com- 
municated the  information  of  its  arrival,  to  his 
learned  friends  in  England  and  Ireland,  and  on 
the  continent,  Archbishop  Usher,  Grotius,  Ham- 
mnnd,  &c.  But  (=)C,  was  declared  to  be  the 
prime  reading  by  those  wlio  first  examined  the 
manuscript,  after  its  arrival;  imd  Jujiius  or  Youngy 
retouched  the  cross  line  in  the  ®,  which  was 
somewhat  faded  ,•  and  after\\ards  Huiih  collated 
it  for  the  London  Polyglott,  published  in  1657; 
next  Aim,  who  declared  in  1707,  that  "  at  first 
sight,  the  little  crossed  line  escaped  his  notice; 
but  that,  on  closer  inspection,  he  discovered  some 
traces  of  it,  especially  at  the  left  side,  where  it 
touched  the  circle ;  and  should  have  discovered 
more,  were  it  not  for  the  modern  blot  (hodierna, 
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fiiajn  dirimus,  litura)  drawn  over  the  line  [by 
YoungY  IVetsteins  Proleg.  p.  §,  20. 

This  testimony  of  Mill  is  supported  by  Henry 
JVotton  ;  who,  in  his  notes  on  the  Epistles  of  Cle- 
mens Jlo7nanus,  A.D.  1718,  declares,  p.  27,  "  In 
this  manuscript  (the  Ale.vandrine)  without  doubts 
was  alxvays  read  fc)C  £(pav£§w9oi,  which  will  easily 
appear  to  any  one  who  will  inspect  it  more  ac- 
curately. Although  in  that  place  (1  Tim.  iii.  l6.) 
and  in  others  not  a  few,  the  diligence  of  Youngs 
not  to  be  approved,  with  a  modern  pen,  drew  a 
line  across." 

Berriman,  who  most  critically  inspected  it,  de- 
clares, in  his  dissertation  on  ]  Tim.  iii.  16,  A.D. 
1741,  "  I  several  times  examined  this  manuscript, 
and  that,  accurately ;  and  though  I  could  never, 
with  my  naked  eyes,  discover  any  part  of  the  an- 
cient transverse  line;  nor  others,  more  quick- 
sighted  than  myself,  yet,  with  the  assistance  of  a 
glass,  and  having;  held  the  book  in  the  sun's  rays, 
I  was  able  to  see  a  part  of  the  old  line,  on  the 
left  hand  of  the  new  one,  within  the  circle.  And 
two  other  friends,  Messrs.  Ridley  and  Gibson,  with 
me,  saw  the  same,  at  that  time.  One  of  whom 
was  able  to  discover  traces  of  the  old  line,  not 
only  on  the  left  hand,  but  even  on  the  right."  And 
further,  having  submitted  the  point  in  debate  to 
two  indifferent  bystanders,  Messrs.  Ilermt  and 
Pilkington,  he  published  his  Dissertation  as  the 
tesult  of  their  investigation,  p.  155,  \56,  Wet- 
stein.  Proleg.  p.  22  ;  and  Inquiry,  &c.  p.  285. 
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To  these  testimonies  of  eight  earlier,  and  surely 
more  competent  witnesses,  during  the  fresher  state 
of  the  manuscript ;  which,  afterwards  was  injured 
by  the  idle  curiosity  of  spectators,  not  only  viewing, 
but  handling  the  place,  to  trace  the  ducts  of  the 
lines,  Griesbach  has  nothing  to  oppose,   save  the 
solitary  testimony  of  a  prejudiced  wituess,  J  Vet- 
stein  ;  declaring,  that  he  could  not  see  the  trans- 
verse line  in  the  circle,   which  formed  the  Theta. 
Wetstein  viewed  the   manuscript  twice ;  the  first 
time  in   1719,   when   he  was  ^Z6  years  old;  and 
again  in  1747,  when  he  was  54.  Proleg.  p.  xx.  xxi. 
The  veracity  of  IVetstein,  however,  was  early 
impeached  by  Dr.  Berriman  ;  who  openly  accused 
bim  of  having  admitted  to  a  common  friend,   that 
he  saw   the   transverse  line  of  the  0,  which  he 
afterwards  disputed.     Dissertation,  p.   \56.     To 
this  charge  Wetstein  thought  proper  to  reply,  by 
explaining  away  his   concession  ;    admitting  the 
fact  indeed,  but  stating  that  he  was  deceived  by  the 
transverse  line  of  an  E,  on  the  back  of  the  page, 
which  appeared  through  the  transparent  vellum. 
But  iVoide,  the  learned  editor  of  the  Alexandrine 
manuscript,  denies  the  accuracy  of  this  account : 
he  asserts,  that  the  transverse  line  of  the  E,  (which 
forms  the  first  letter  of  the  word  ^vat^zia))^  on  the 
opposite  page,  or  back  of  the  leaf)  is  not  precisely 
at  the  back  of  the  Iheta,  but  a  little  below  it. 
Not.  Cod.  Alexand.  §.  87.     VVe  may,  therefore, 
acquiesce  in   Woides   conclusion: — "   Wetstein, 
then,  umcMlingl]}  confirms  the  truth  (or  existence^ 
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of  this  diametral  line,  asserted  by  Mill ;  nor  can  he 
easily  elude  the  confession  of  xvhat  he  saw.    Since, 
therefore,  it  is  impossible  at  present  to  decide  the 
fact,  we   must   trust   to  the   testimony  of  those, 
•whose  authority  is  the  sole  ground  that  we  can  now 
follow ;  namely,  of  Young,  Fell,  JVotton,  Grabe^ 
Mill,  Berriman,    and  others."     Pref.   ^.    vii.  p. 
xxxi.     Notwithstanding  this,  Griesbach  still  per- 
sists in  the  defence  of  OC,  as  the  genuine  read- 
ing of  the  yllexaudrine  manuscript ;  without  any 
evidence  further :  *'  When  we  (himself)  handled 
this  book,  we  were  greatly  grieved,  that  the   part 
of  the  leaf  which  contains   the  disputed  reading 
aforesaid,   is  so  much  xvorn,  that  no  mortal,  at 
this  day,  could  discern  any  thing  certain  concern- 
ing it."     Symbol.  Crit.   tom.  i.   p.   ix.     And  3;et, 
strange  to  relate,  from  this  argumentum  ad  igno- 
rantiam,  he  draws  the  following  peremptory  con- 
clusion, in  the  very  next  sentence  :  "  Nevertheless, 
I  dare  confidently  pronounce.,  that  ///t'iV  report  is 
true,   who   have  affirmed,   that  os  was  the  prime 
readincr  in  this  manuscript." — Namely,    the  single 
report  of  JVetstein,    to   whom  he   gives  implicit 
^credit;  as  paramount  to  "  the  number,  the  inte- 
grity, and  skill,^'  of  the  original  and  independent 
-counter-witnesses,  noticed  before ;  thus  acting  in 
defiance  of  all   the  "  measures  of  probability," 
laid  down  by  Locke,  and  other  logicians ;  for  by 
these  we  are  abundantly  warranted  to  decide,  that 
©C,  and  NOT  OC  was  the  prime  reading  of  the 
Alexandrine  manuscript. 
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£!.  The  same  decision  uill  IioleLjn  regard  of  C, 
the  Eplircm  rescriptus ;  and  this,  upon  the  clear 
evidence  of  Griesbacli  himself;  for  in  his  reply  to 
the  cogent  objections  of  IVoide  and  JVebber,  that 
*'  thoudi  the  little  line  in  the  midst  of  the  letter 
Tketa  be  not  visible,  now,  in  this  manuscript ;  it 
might  have  been  in  it  formerly,  and  vanished  after- 
wards ;"  Grkshach  says  :  "  That  very  slender 
line  mis^ht  indeed  haveramshed  iotalli/,  especially, 
in  a  manuscript  so  ancient,  and  a  rescript  too :  in 
like  manner,  as  it  has  vanished  in  the  very  next 
word,  EOANEPaOH,  (EOANEPn©H)  and  in  other 
places  also,  not  a  fciv.  Still  however,  that  same 
very  slender  line,  in  numberlesij  places,  is  found 
in  excellent  preservation ;  as  may  easily  be  seen 
by  any  one  who  is  not  purblind.  By  the  same 
light  therefore,  that  they  contend  that  the  little 
line  might  perhaps  have  vanished  ;  /  may  be  al- 
lowed to  determine,  that  pei^haps  it  never  was 
there."  Symbol.  Crit.  tom.  i.  p.  xiii.  This  solemn 
trifling  furnishes  a  curious  specimen  of  Griesbach's 
critical  talents.  He  admits  the  evanescence  of 
the  diametral  line  in  the  succeeding  Theta  of  the 
very  next  word,  f spavE^wS-^ ;  which  surely  is  strong^ 
presumptive  proof  of  its  evanescence  in  the  fore- 
going Theta  of  0eoy,  likewise.  Its  disappearance 
in  other  places  also,  corroborates  the  presumption. 
The  counter  cases,  in  which  it  appears,  or  is  visible, 
are  utterly  irrelevant :  for  the  decays  of  manu' 
scripts  are  often  partial ;  one  leaf  may  be  sound; 

and  the  next  injured  by  time  or  accident,  a*  we 
6 
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frequently  observe.  To  this  we  may  add,  that 
the  upper  horizontal  line,  over  the  word  oU,  is  still 
subsisting  in  the -E/^/zrewi;  which  decides  the  ab- 
breviation, and  proves  that  the  first  letter  cannot 
be  Omicron,  but  must  be  Tlieta.  Gricsbac/i,  in- 
deed, contends  most  pertinaciously,  that  it  muS't 
have  been  added  by  some  corrector,  because  it  \s 
rather  thicker  or  coarser,  than  is  usual,  in  the 
elegant  writing  of  that  manuscript.  But  this  ob- 
jection is  of  little  weight ;  it  might  have  been  re- 
touched by  some  unskilful  hand,  like  the  Ale.vaii- 
drine  reading,  already  noticed. 

3.  The  testimony  of  that  favourite  manuscript, 
17,  *'  which  out  of  all  douht  re-ddaos^''  Symbol. 
Crit.  vol.  i.  p.  xxix.  is  overpowered  by  the  concur- 
rent testimony  of  eight  kindred  manuscripts,  6, 
10,  23,  31,  37,  39,  46,  47,  (of  which,  31,  strongly 
resembles  17,)  which  "  all  7xad  ©eo^,"  as  Grieshacli 
himself  allows.  Symbol.  Crit.  vol.  ii.  p.  134,  150. 
He  allows  also,  that  17,  is  mixed  in  its  readings; 
that  it  frequently  accords  with  the  characteristics, 
of  the  Alexandrine,  or  rather  Palestine  recension; 
but  sometimes  with  the  other  recensions,  especially 
the  JVestern;  and  even  occasionally,  with  the  Con- 
stantinopoUtan  ;  and  that  it  agrees  in  this  respect 
with  47  ;  however  47,  -is  not  so  pure,  and  contains 
more  foreign  readings,  intermixed  with  the  Alex- 
andrinc  or  Palestine;  which  he  reckons  the  best ; 
but  we  have  shown,  in  the  preceding  Letter,  to  be 
the  worst.     Symbol.  Crit.  vol.  i.  p.  xxvi.  note. 

If  then,  we  deduct  these  three  manuscripts.  A, 
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C,  and  ]?  ;  ihree  remain  only  in  favour  of  or, 
namely,  F,  G,  and  73.  But  F,  the  Augean,  and 
A,  the  Boer?ieria?f,  are  t-erj/  neaj^ly  allied  lo  each 
other,  by  Griesbaclis  own  account,  Vol.  ii.  Prcf 
p.  xxii.  Consequently,  upon  his  piinciples,  they 
rate  only  as  one  exemplar  of  the  Palestine  recen- 
sion ;  and  with  tlie  Upsal,  7o  of  the  Egyptian, 
leave  only  two  independent  authorities,  (Inquii-y, 
&c,  p.  '285,)  to  oppose  to  the  whole  host  of  ma- 
nuscripts*, supporiing  the  received  reading  '©eoj:* 
—  slender  vouchers,  indeed,  for  ei-cluding  it  from 
the  sacred  text,  by  a  most  unjustifiable  inno-caiion! 
— We  are  next  told  : 

II.  "  Versions.  The  only  versions  that  ex- 
hibit ©eof,  are  the  Arabic  in  the  Polyglott  Bible ; 
and  the  Sclavonic,  both  manuscript  and  printed ; 
all  the  rest  express,  not  ©so?,  but  the  pronoun  Sy, 
or  0 :  for  the  Coptic,  the  Sahidic,  and  the  Fhilo.v- 
enian  Syriac  m  the  n)argin,  read  Sf,  qui;  but  the 
Latin  Vulgate,  and  the  Italic,  (Clermont ;  and 
Boerncrian  I\ISS.)  »,  quod ;  both  the  Syriac  ver- 
sions,, (the  Peshito  and  the  Philoi'enian)  the  Ara- 
bic  of  Erpenius,  the  Jithiopic,  and  the  Armenian, 
read   one  or  the  other  of  the  pronouns,  qui,  or 

♦  Berriman  specifics  ninety-one  rnaiiuscripts,  in  liis  Disserta- 
tion, p.  196;  and  in  a  MS.  nolo,  of  a  copy  in  5'/on  College, 
extends  the  number  to  n'lnttxj-Jixe  ;  alUr  tire  labours  of  Alter, 
Birch,  and  M(it(ti(ti,ihcy  probably  amoiint  to  viie  hundred  and 
.fifty-  ^'^^^  '^  '"  these  we  add  the  evidc  nee  of  the  staiuiard 
editions,  (those  codices  critici  oniitud  by  Gricubac/i)  th« 
whiAc  will  form  a  /lost  indeed. 

t 
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quod.  But,  that  so  many  ancient  versions  should 
have  been  interpolated  from  the  Latin ;  or  that 
this  should  have  been  corrupted  from  some  scho- 
lium of  Cyril,  or  of  any  other  Greek  Father ;  no 
one  well  acquainted  with  the  history  of  the  sacred 
text,  and  instructed  in  the  genuine  laws  of  the  art 
of  criticism,  can  suffer  himself  to  be  persuaded,  at 
the  present  day." 

However,  of  these  several  versions,  the  two  old- 
est, and  the  purest  or  least  adulterated,  were  the 
primitive  Italic,  and  the  primitive  Syriac,  the 
parent  of  the  PesJiito  ("  simple  or  correct,")  the 
Vulgate  still  in  use,  among  the  different  denomina- 
tion of  Syrian  Christians,  Nestorians,  Jacobites, 
and  Maronites*. 

The  Italic  Version  deiived  its  name  from  the 
Italian  diocese  in  which  it  prevailed,  as  contradis- 
tinguished from  the  Roman  :  and,  accordingly,  the 
principal  copies  of  it,  have  been  preserved  in  that 
diocese,  of  which  the  metropolitan  Church  was 
Milan.  Such  is  the  valuable  Brescia  manuscript, 
noticed  in  my  last  Letter,  as  one  of  its  oldest  and 
most  correct  exemplars.  The  primitive  Italic 
Version  was,  probably,  begun  in  the  Apostolic  age, 

*  Miehadis  introduces  a  fourth  class  of  Greek  Manuscripts, 
which  he  calls  the  Edcsii/ie ;  from  which  he  supposes  the 
Peshito  Version  was  made.  Introduct.  Vol.  II.  p.  17^  ;  but 
this  conjecture  is  unsupported  and  unnecessary.  He  allows 
himself  that  the  Peshito  has  a  remarkable  affinity  to  the 
Cambridge  manuscript,  which  belongs  to  the  Egyptian  or 
Western  class.     Inquiry,  &c.  p.  106'. 


(     78    ) 

flge.,  and  completed  in  the  course  of  the  second 
century :  and  the  Pcshito,  piobably,  was  not  later 
than  the  fourth.  See  Mkliadis,  Introd.  N.  T. 
uith  Ala f's /is Notes,  Vol.  II.  andiVo/rt^'^'  Inquiry, 
&c.  Preface,  p.  xvii. 

From  its  hinh  antiquity,  the  Italic  version  must 

have  been  framed  from  the  y^oivn  EK^ocrjr^  or  primitive 

"  Vulgate  edition '  of  the  sacred  canon ;  prior  to 

any   of  the    succeeding  revisals   by   the   younger 

^usebius,  Jerome,  S^c.  and  ii)  the  last  Letter,  it  u  as 

shewn  that  the  most  correct  recension,  or  revisal 

/of  the  primitive   edition,   was  the   Bi/zant'uie   of 

Luciamis;  of  which,  the  most  faithful  exemplar, 

is  Mattlmiis  edition,  compiled  from  the  Moscow 

manuscripts  of  that  class.    But  as  all  these  exhibit 

]tbe  j-eceived  reading,  ©aoy ;  we  are  warranted  to 

conclude,  that  the  primitive  Italic  version  followed 

the  same  ;  rather  than  the  Clermont  and  Boerne- 

rian  manuscripts,  of  the  later  Egyptian  or  JFest- 

ern  recension. 

And  this  is  strongly  confirmed  by  the  evidence 
of  the  iSclaxoraan  or  Russian  Version,  which  was 
unquestionably  made  from  the  Byzantine  text ; 
and  reads  0£of  here,  by  Gri^shach's  own  confes- 
sion. This  Version  is  highly  commended  by  Mi- 
chaelis  and  Marsh.  It  was  made  in  the  nintli 
centur}^,  by  two  brothers,  MetJiodius  and  Cyril, 
natives  of  Thessalonicaj  and  Apostles  of  the  Scla- 
vonians.  The  Sclavonian  Version  has  few  or  no 
readings  peculiar  to  itself,  or  what  critics  call 
"  Icctiones  singulares,''  which  is  no  small  proof  of 
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its  excellence.  It  generally  agrees  wkh  the  ancient 
manuscripts,  where  they  differ  from  the  printed 
vulgate  Greek  text:  and  contains  nearly  three- 
fourtlis  of  the  readings  adopted  by  Griesbach  in 
his  corrected  text.  As  the  translators  were  Gt^eeks, 
the  supposition  that  it  Latinized,  or  was  altered 
from  the  Vulgate,  is  absolutely  incredible.  3£ir 
chaeli.s,  Introd.  Vol.  II.  p.  155,635. 

Still,  however,  the  primitive  Italic  Version  main- 
jtained  ^  surprising  conformity  with  the  Vulgate  *S^- 
riac  or  Peshito,  though  the  latter  was  made  imme- 
diately from  the  Greek  likewise.  This  coincidence 
between  them,  in  many  particular  readings,  is  most 
frequent  and  remarkable  in  the  Codex  Alexaur 
drinus,  the  Cantabrigiensis,  and  Laudiamis  3, 
according  to  Michaelis,  Introd.  Vol.  II.  p.  25. 
But,  in  all  probability,  the  Peshito,  was  framed 
from  the  Byzantine  or  Liician  recension,  which, 
according  to  Jerom,  as  we  have  seen,  prevailed  as 
far  as  Antioch  in  Sijria,  and  probably  still  farther 
eastward  :  the  same  text  likewise,  from  which  the 
early  Italic  and  the  Sclavonian  were  derived ;  and, 
therefore,  most  probably,  the  first  exemplars  of  the 
Peshito  concurred  in  the  reading  0eof. 

Upon  the  Peshito,  as  a  basis,  most  of  the  other 
Oriental  Versions  were  constructed ;  still,  with 
reference  to  the  several  Greek  recensions,  that 
prevailed  in  the  different  countries  in  which  thej 
were  made,  the  Palestine,  the  Egyptian  or  fVest- 
em,  8^c.  and  by  which,  they  were  frequently  cor- 
rected or  miscorrected.     The  Arabic,  Persic,  &9. 
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of  this  secondary  class,  therefore,  are  frequently 
of  use,  to  detect  corruptions  that  have  crept  into 
the  primitive  Sj/riac  Version,  as  judiciously  ob- 
served by  Michadis,  Introd.  Vol.  II.  p=  82,  105. 
Of  this,  we  have  a  satisfactory  proof  in  the  pre- 
sent case :  The  Peshito  renders  the  text  in  ques- 
tion, "  And  certainly,  great  is  this  mystery  of  jus- 
tice, zvho,  or  xvJiich,  was  manifested  in  the  flesh," 
&c.  for  the  Syriac  pronoun  d  (or  dolath)  is  ambi- 
guously masculine  or  neuter  (corresponding  to  Sf 
or  0,  q2(i  or  quod)  accordfng  as  the  sense  of  the 
passage  may  require.  But  the  Arabic  Version, 
while  it  retains  the  pronoun,  introduces  also  the 
received  reading,  combining  both  :  "  God  zvho 
was  manifested  in  the  flesh  ;"  thus  detecting  the 
corruption  of  the  primitive  Syriac  text,  while  ex- 
hibiting an  affinity  thereto. 

It  is  not  improbable,  that  the  Peshito  might 
have  been  altered,  to  accord  with  the  Latin  Vulgate 
of  Jerome,  which  renders,  "  Et  manijeste  magnum 
est  pietatis  sacramentum^  quod  manifestatum  est 
in  carne.'^  This,  we  may  reasonably  presume, 
from  the  similar  fate  of  the  primilive  Armenian 
Version,  made  from  the  Syriac,  by  Miccrob,  A,  D. 
410;  and  afterwards  corrected  from  the  Greek  by 
him  and  Isaac,  after  the  third  General  Council  of 
Ephcsus,  A.  D.  43].  This  early  Version,  so  care- 
fully made,  would  have  been  an  inestimable  trea- 
sure, had  it  remained  unadulterated,  in  its  pristine 
state;  but,  unhappily,  in  the  thirteenth  century, 
the  Armenian  Church  submitted  to  the  authority 
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of  the  See  of  Rome ;  and  Haitho,  the  reigning 
Prince,  (who  became  a  Franciscan  friar,  not  long 
before  his  death)  pubHshed  a  new  edition  of  the 
Armenian  Bil)le,  corrected,  as  he  considered  from 
the  Latin  Vulgate;  M'hich  totally  supplanted  the 
old  edition.  Michaeiis,  Introd.  Vol.  II.  p.  98 
—  103. 

On  the  other  side,  the  later  Stjriac  Version,  or 
Philoxenian,  the  Coptic,  used  in  lower  Egypt,  the 
Sahidic,  in  upper  Egypt,  and  its  nrighbour,  the 
JEi/uopic,  together  with  the  Latin  Vulgate,  were 
all  divided  by  the  sections  of  Euscbiiis  in  the  Gos- 
pels, and  of  Euthalius  in  the  Epistles,  who  com- 
pleted the  plan  of  Eusehius ;  and,  of  course,  they 
were  all  accommodated  to  the  Palestine  recen- 
sion. They  cannot,  therefore,  be  considered  as 
independent  witnesses,  but  rather  as  joint  exem- 
plars of  that  recension,  as  Nolan  justly  observes, 
p.  516.  Hence,  their  combined  testimony  in  sup- 
port of  the  various  readings,  oV,  or  S,  cannot  be  put 
in  competition  with  the  foregoing  testimonies  of  the 
two  primitive  Versions,  and  their  secondaries, 
founded  either  upon  the  purer  texts  of  the  ^oim 
miosis,  or  of  the  Byzantine  recension,  vouching 
the  received  reading  ©sof. 

III.  Fathers,  Greek  AND  Latin.  Gries^ 
haclis  statement  of  their  testimonies  is  imperfect 
and  partial.  I  shall  endeavour  to  complete  the 
one,  and  to  correct  the  other, 

1.  In  support  of  the  received  reading  ©eor, 
Griesback  cites,  or  refers  to,  the  venerable  /^«fl- 

VOL.  II.  G 
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tilts,  in  the  Apostolic  age,  who  succeeded  Evodius, 
the  first  bishop  of  Antiocli,  about  A.D.  70,  and 
who  says,  "  There  is  one  physician,  both  corporeal 
and  spiritual,  born  and  unborn,  becoming  God  in 
Jiesh,  (ev  ffa^Hi  yevo/w-Ei/of  ©a©-)  [abiding]  in  immortal 
and  true  life,  both  of  Mary  and  of  God;  first, 
passible;  and  then,  impassible."  And  again, — 
*'  the  old  regimen  was  destroyed,  when  God  zvas 
manifested  in  hwnati  form,  unto  newness  of  eter- 
nal life,     (0E«  oLv^p^'jtivojs  (pavfgwptsvH,  ejs-  xamrriTx  ai^m 

luns).     Inquiry,  p.  9.75,  276. 

Next,  Justin  Martyr,  A.  D.  140.  "  He  sent 
THE  Oracle  (Aoyov)  that  he  might  appear  to  the 
world ;  who,  (bV)  having  been  preached  by  the 
Apostles,  was  believed  on  by  the  Gentiles.'"  Here 
Justin  evidently  alluded  to  John  i.  1— '14  ;  and  ta 
1  Tim.  iii.  \6,  conjointly,  as  kindred  texts,  expla- 
natory of  each  other.  For,  as  "  the  Oracle 
was  God"  in  the  former ;  so,  he  inferred,  that  it 
was  God  the  Oracle,  "  who  appeared  to  the 
world"  in  the  latter. 

This  passage  is  cited  by  Griesbach,  indirectly, 
we  presume,  in  favour  of  the  reading  oV  ;  but  it  is 
evidently  irrelevant,  for  the  antecedent,  Aoy®>,  is 
actually  expressed,  not  understood,  as  m  the  text 
in  question. 

Hippolytus,  a  learned  Bishop  and  Martyr,  the 
disciple  of  Irenccus,  who  flourished  about  A.D. 
220,  thus  declares,  "  God  was  manifested  bodily,'^ 

(0e®-  ev  auixan  e^avtgw&r),)  for  the  piirase,   ev  a«fx»,    of 
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tlie  Apostle,  substituting  the  synonymous  phrase, 
fv  cufjiaT,,     Inquiry,  p.  2189- 

Athanashts,  the  illustrious  Bishop  of  Alexan-^ 
dria,  about  A.  D.  326,  extenuatinoi;  the  guilt  of 
those  who  denied  the  proper  divinity  of  Christ; 
thus  plea.ds  the  greatness  of  the  mystery,  in  order 
to  induce  them  to  repent,  from  a  sense  of  theii* 
weakness:  "  For  they  have  the  Apostle  (Paul) 
offering  them  pardon,  and,  as  it  were,  stretching 
forth  his  hand  unto  them,  when  he  declares, 
"  And  confessedly,  great  is  the  mystery  of  God- 
liness;  God  was  manifested  in  the  Jiesh,''  &c. 
In  this  express  quotation,  he  beautifully  alludes  to 
our  Lord's  gracious  and  miraculous  cure  of  Peter's 
mother-in-law,  when  "  he  raised  her,  stretching 
forth  his  human  hand,"  {rwle  avS-^wTnvojv  sxretvwv 
XE'fa,)  as  Athanasius  more  critically  expresses  it. 
Inquiry,  p.  218,  519. 

Gregory  Nyssene,  about  A.  D.  371,  thus  also 
combines  the  two  kindred  passages  of  Paul  and 
John,  treading  in  the  steps  of  Justin  Martyr. 
**  All  they  vtIio  '  preach  the  Oracle,'  in  this 
manner,  indicate  *  the  wonder  of  the  mystery ;' 
that  *  God  was  manifested  in  the  flesh,'  that 
*  THE  Oracle  became  flesh.'  "     Inquiry,  p.  289. 

Chrysostom,  the  celebrated  Bishop  of  Constan- 
tinople, about  A.  D.  398,  thus  cites,  and  explains 
the  text :  *'  And,  confessedly,  great  is  the  mystery 
of  Godliness ;  God  was  manifested  in  the  fleshy 
'was  justified  in  the  spirit,"  Sec. — that  is,  the  (di- 
vine) economy  which  conceived  the  mystery,  for 
o  2 
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our  sakes, — leads  us  away  to  another  matter,  say- 
ing, '  God,  that  is,  the  maker  of  the  zaorldy 
(h  Avti/.mqyO')  was  manifested  in  the  Jlesh." "  In- 
quiry, p.  289.  iJere  Chrysostom,  instead  of  the 
scriptural  term,  Aoy©-,  introduces  the  synonimous 
heathen  term,  A-n/xtwgy©' ;  concurring  in  fact,  though 
not  in  expression,  ^vith  Justin  Martyr^  and  Gre- 
gory  Nyssene. 

These  testimonies  of  early  Fathers,  ''  prior  to  the 
close  oi\\\^Jourth  century,"  appear  decisive  in  fa- 
vour of  the  received  reading  ©a®-.  And  yet,  strange 
to  tell,  they  have  no  weight  with  Griesbach  ;  he 
confesses  indeed,  that  Chrysostom  "  certainly  read 
©£©-;  with  Theodoret,  Damascenus,  (Ecumenius, 
and  Theophyluet  i"  but  that  "  from  the  expressions 
used  by  the  preceding  Fathers,  Ignatius^  Justin 
Martyr,  Hippolytus,''  See.  "  zt)e  can  by  no  means 
collect,  that  they  read  ©e®-!"  {neutiquam*  colligert 
licet  patres  hosce  legisse  ©s®-) — Such  blindness  of 
prejudice  is  surprizing! 

After  this,  we  need  not  wonder  that  he  cavils  at 
the  following  passages  of  6j/n7,  Bishop  of  Alex- 
andria, about  A.D.  412. 

After  reciting  the  text,  ^^  G on  was  manifested 
in  the  Jlesh,'"  Sec.  like  his  predecessors,  Cyril  pro- 
ceeds to  comment  thereon  thus  :  "  IFho  is  he  that 
was  manifested  in  the  flesh  ?     It  is  plain,  indeed, 

*  Instead  of  this  peremptory  expression,  n(r«^?"y'/a»2;  Gries- 
bach in  his  first  edition  of  1777,  employed  the  more  guarded 
■expression,  non  iatis  into.  A  plain  proof,  tliat  his  Unitarian 
bias  was  established  in  the  second  edition  of  1806\ 
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that  it  was  absolutely,  and  by  all  means,  the 
OuACLE,  from  God  the  Father,  (TravToi  re  xai 
^ocvrw,  %  ex  ©sh  HaT^©'  Aov®-, )  for  SO,  great  will  be 
the  mystery  of  GocUiuess,  And  he  was  seen  by 
Angels,  ascending  into  the  heavens ;  he  was 
preached  among  the  Gentiles,  by  the  holy  Apostles ; 
he  was  also  believed  on  in  the  world.  We  by  no 
means  say  that  he  was  among  us,  man  simply,  but 

God    in  Jlesh,    av^^a^Tr®-    a-nXajs,    aWx    ©s©-    ev   aaQY-i. 

Jnd  he  was  taken  up  in  glory,  that  he  might  hear 
THE  God  and  Father  saying,  Sit  thou  at  my 
right  hand,  until  I  make  thine  enemies  thy  foot' 
stool."     (Ps.  ex.  1.) 

This  fine  passage  is  also  cited,  verbatim,  from 
Cyril,  by  Euthymius  Zygabeniis ;  both  reading 
©£©-  in  the  text  disputed  ;  which,  indeed,  is  abso- 
lutely required  by  the  whole  tenor  of  the  comment. 
How  was  it  possible  then,  for  Griesbach  to  resist, 
both  this  primary  and  secondary  evidence  for  ©a©*, 
and  to  contend,  as  he  does,  that  ©£©-*  is  a  corrupt 
reading  of  Cyril's  text,  instead  of  or ;  both  in  his 
Symbolic  Critical,  p.  xliii.  and  in  his  note  ! — Such 
obstinate  resistance  to  the  clearest  light  of  testi- 
mony, is  truly  deplorable.     See  this  fuller  enun- 

•  The  following  parenthetical  remark  of  Griesbach,  in  his 
Syiubolce  Criticoe,  1785,  p.  xlix.  proves  that  he  was  at  that 
t'me  a  decided  Unitarian.  Si  ©t©- legit  Cyn7/«jr,  addere  dcbebat 
— qui  iniproprie  tantum  et  xara^^irktwc,  a  Paulo  ©e<^,  nomi- 
natur.  "  Supposing  that  Cyril  read  ©e®',  he  ought  to  have 
added  ;  *  Who,  by  Paul,  is  named  <S)i<^,  impropcrlij  and  by  au 
ubu&e  of  the  term.' " 
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elation  of  the  passage,  in  the  Original,  Matthctl 
Praefat.  ad  Epist.  Cathol.  p.  xlviii.  N.  T.  Vol. 
VIII.  of  which  only  an  abstract  is  given  in  the 
Inquiry,  p.  ogo, 

7  he  following  profound  exposition  of  the  mys- 
tery of  Godliness,  is  furnished  also  by  Cyril : 
"  If  THE  Oracle  being  God,  was  said  to  become 
vian ;  and  by  no  means  ceasing  to  be  God,  was 
always  remaining  in  his  former  state ;  then, 
indeed,  great,  '*  and  confessedly  great,  is  the 
mystery  of  Godliness :''  but  if  the  Christ  is  con- 
ceived to  be  a  coinmon  man,  and,  as  such,  united 
with  God,  only  by  an  equality  of  rank,  or  of 
(tuthority,  (for  such  things  have  been  imagined  by 
some  uninformed  persons,)  how  could  he  have 
been  manifested  in  the  flesh  ?  For  is  it  not  evi- 
dent, that  evei^y  man  is  in  the  flesh  ?"  Inquiry,  p. 
525.  To  the  drift  of  this  argument  Griesbach  is 
blind  likewise ;  and  opposes  thereto  a  great  deal 
of  idle  and  perplexed  declamation.  Symbol.  Crit. 
p.  xlviii — Uv.  Cyril's  object  evidently  was,  in 
both  passages,  to  prove  that  Christ  was  God,  not 
in  the  inferior  sense  of  the  word,  as  if  merely 
inTcsted  with  equal  rank  and  power  with  God ; 
bnt  that  he  alicays  possessed  a  divine  nature  or 
essence,  which  he  still  retained,  when  he  became 
ma}i.  And  it  was  this  mystical  union  of  ihe  divine 
and  human  nature,  which  constituted  "  ihe  great 
mystery  of  Godliness,''  or  of  true  religion,  which 
he  opposed  to  the  reveries  of  the  heretic,  Nesto- 
rius,  and  his  followers.    And  the  tzvo  natures  are 
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expressly  noticed  in  the  admirable  comment  of 
Theodoret^  that  learned  Ecclesiastical  Historian, 
about  A.  D.  423,  upon  the  first  of  Timothy. 
"  God  zvas  manifested  in  the  flesh.  For  being 
God  and  the  Son  of  God,  and  having  his 
nature  invisible,  when  he  assumed  the  form  of 
man,  he  became  cons[)icuous  to  all,  (or/Xor  aTrair*, 
ivxv^^ojTtYtaas,  syavETo.)  Moreover,  [the  Apostle] 
plainly  taught  us  the  tzvo  natures ;  {aix(pcos  oe  tuxxs 
roLS  luo  (puacis  s^ida^sv)  for  he  said,  that  the  divine 
nature  was  manifested  in  fesh,"  (sv  <ja§x»  ytzp  mv 

S'eiav,   E!pr),   (pccvsqu'^rtvai  (^uaa.)      loui.    HI.  p.  47S.  liid. 

Par.  i6'42,  or  Inquiry,  kc.  p.  290. 

Euthalius,  Bishop  of  Suica,  in  Egypt,  about 
A.  D.  458,  and  Damascenus,  about  A.  D.  730, 
both  cite  the  passage,  according  to  the  received 
text ;  ©c©'  6(f>avs§w^7),  &c.  and  so  do,  PhotiuSy 
patriarch  of  Constantinople,  about  A.  D.  85  H, 
and  Oecumenius  about  A.  D.  950.  See  Inquiry, 
&c.  p.  290,  and  JVetstein. 

Theophylact  also,  about  1070,  in  his  valuable 
Commentary,  on  the  First  of  Timothy,  p.  7^9, 
Ed.  Lond.  1636,  thus  explains  the  received  read- 
ing. "  God  was  manifested'' — how? — "  in  the 
flesh  ;"  for  in  his  deity  he  was  invisible^  {r^  725 
&eoT*jT{  ao^ar©-.)  In  perfect  unison,  we  see,  with 
Cyril  and  Theodoret.     Inquiry,  &c.  p.  29 1. 

2.  In  support  of  the  various  reading  or,  Gries- 
bach  refers  to  Cyril  Ale.vand.  Jerome,  A.  D. 
392  ;  Theodoret  Mopsuesta,  A.  D.  39^ ;  Epipha- 

I 


(     88    ) 

^lius  Junior,  A.  D.  510;  Gdasius  Ci/zicenus,  and 
Macarius  of  Jerusalem. 

But  Cyril,  uc  have  shewn,  must  have  read 
©c©',  for  his  argument  required  it ;  and  wherever 
oj  is  found,  we  are  warranted  to  consider  it  as  a 
spurious  reading,  from  the  testimony  of  Euthij- 
iTiius  Zygabeuus.  Jerome  was,  unquestionably, 
an  advocate  for  S,  in  his  Latin  Vulgate;  but  in 
the  imperfect  citation  of  Griesbach,  from  his 
Commentary  on  Isaiah,  Qui  manifcstatus  est  in 
carne — if  the  antecedent,  Christ,  was  there  ex- 
pressed, the  case  is  irrelevant,  like  the  foregoing, 
of  Justin  Martyr.  The  imperfect  citations  of 
TVetstein,  also,  from  Mopsuesta,  shew  that  he 
read  either  Deus  or  Christus,  and  not  qui.  And 
the  remaining  testimonies  of  those  obscure  Fathers, 
Epiphanius  Junior,  Gelasius  Cyzicciius,  and  JMa- 
carius,  we  may  be  assured  were  of  little  value ; 
otherwise,  they  would  have  been  cited  by  H^etsteiji, 
or  by  Griesbach  himself.  The  reading  oV,  there- 
fore, we  may  reckon,  is  unsupported  by  the 
Fathers, 

3.  The  various  reading,  S,  is  unquestionably 
suppoited  by  all  the  Latin  Fathers,  Hilary, 
ylugustifie,  Fulgentius,  &c.  who  followed  the 
JjUtin  Vulgate. 

To  tlie  three  classes  of  witnesses  adduced  by 
Griesbach,  we  will  add  a  fourth,  unjustly  rejected 
]jy  him,  though  intimately  connected  with  the  first; 
narjiely,  the  standard  printed  editions  of  ^imencs, 
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Erasmus,  Stephens,  and  Beza,  which  may  be  con- 
sidered as  Codices  critici,  or  seleciions  of  the 
most  approved  readings  from  several  of  the  oldest 
and  best  manuscripts,  now  lost.  And  these  all, 
■with  one  consent,  read  ©£<^. 

Let  us  now  sum  up  the  amount  of  the  evidence 
resulting  from  the  several  articles,  in  support  of 
the  respective  readings.  I.  ®£©^,  is  supported  by 
all  the  standard  editions.  2.  By  the  whole  nume- 
rous class  of  manuscripts  belonging  to  the  Byzan- 
tine recension  ;  the  purest,  and  least  adulterated  ; 
and  most  probably,  by  the  most  ancient.  A,  the 
Alexandrine,  of  the  Palestine  recension  in  the 
Epistles ;  and  C.  the  Ephrem  rescriptus,  of  the 
game.  3.  By  several  of  the  early  Greek  Fathers, 
prior  to  the  close  of  the  fourth  century ;  and  by 
others,  down  to  the  eleventh.  4.  By  the  Arabic 
and  Sclavonian  Versions  ;  and  most  probably,  by 
the  primitive  Italic,  and  primitive  Syriac  Ver- 
sions ;  on  account  of  the  affinity  of  the  former  to 
the  Byzantine  recension ;  and  of  the  latter  to  the 
Arabic  version. 

2.  "Of,  is  supported,  1.  only  by  the  four  manu- 
scripts, F,  G,  ]?,  73;  whose  testimony  is  reduci- 
ble to  two ;  as  we  have  seen  2.  It  is  not  indis- 
putably supported,  by  any  of  the  Greek  and  Latin 
Fathers ;  nor  3.  unequivocally,  by  any  of  the 
ancient  versions. 

3.  ''O  is  supported,  1.  By  the  single  manuscript, 
P,  the  Cambridge  or  Clermont,  of  the  Egyptian 
OT  Western  recension.    S.  Ey  the  Latin  Vulgate, 
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and  the  Oriental  Versions,  connected  therewith, 
as  following  the  same  recension.  3.  By  the  Latin 
Fathers,  for  the  same  cause. 

Of  these  three  readings,  therefore,  ©^  is  in- 
finitely the  best  supported,  by  aU  the  branches  of 
the  external  evidence  ;  and  oV,  the  worst.  Con- 
sequently Griesbach  has  violated  his  own  rules,  in 
preferring,  o>-,  even  to  S,  and  much  more  to  0£(^. 

But  we  were  told,  that  oV,  is  "  recommended^ 
by  its  intri)isic  goodness,  and  ©a^,  unsupported^ 
by  the  same."  Let  us  therefore  proceed  to  this 
most  important  branch  of  the  investigation,  namely, 
the  internal  evidence. 

B)  "  If  we  wish  to  examine  the  intrinsic  good- 
ness of  these  three  readings,  we  shall  fifid,  1.  That 
from  each,  a  good  sense  may  be  extracted,  na}^ 
the  same  :  2.  Tiie  reading,  Ss  is  more  difficult 
and  unusual,  than  the  rest :  3.  From  the  reading 
oV,  may  most  easily  be  explained  the  rise  of  the 
rest." 

Such  is  tlie  scanty  detail  of  the  internal  evidence, 
fm-nished  by  this  Critic ;  so  elaborate  respecting 
the  external ! 

In  the  first  assertion,  (for  which  he  offers  not  a 
shadow  of  proof)  he  palpably  contradicts  himself, 
for  if  oj  be  recommended,  and  ©e®-  unsupported 
by  their  intrinsic  goodness;  how  can  they  possibly 
furnish  a  good,  nay,  the  same  sense  ! 

To  supply  the  total  luck  of  argument  under  this 
head.  Dr.  Car  petit  er  steps  forward  to  contribute 
his  mite. 
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"  Upon  Grkshach's  reading  (Sj)  the  passage 
may  be  thus  interpreted  : 

"  Confessedly,  great  is  the  mystery  of  the 
Gospel  dispensation,  (rns  ews/Seiay)  (the  admission 
of  (r entiles  into  its  glori(jus  privileges)  He  who 
was  manifested  in  flesh,  (that  is,  perhaps,  was 
evidently  a  real  man ;  and  not,  as  the  Gnostics 
taught,  a  man  in  appearance  only,)  ^^as  declared 
to  be  the  Christ  by  the  attestation  of  the  Spirit,  in 
his  resurrection  from  the  dead ;  was  seen  by  his 
j4postles  (a77£>^oij)  u  as  preached  among  the 
Gentiles,  was  believed  on,  in  the  world  at  large ; 
was  gloriously  received  {a^Bkn^'^'fi  sv  So^yi)  by  multi- 
tudes in  every  region  where  the  sound  of  the 
Gospel  was  heard." 

"  If  0  be  the  true  reading,  (and  its  claims  are 
somewhat  preferable  to  ©£©-)  the  passage  may  be 
thus  interpreted : 

Confessedly  important  is  the  gracious  dispensa- 
tion of  the  Gospel,  the  doctrine  according  io  godli- 
ness;  (1  'lim.  vi.  3.)  ichich  was  revealed (^^<pa.\s^oj^fi) 
to  us,  by  a  man  of  sorrows,  and  acquainted  with 
grief,  (sv  ffagKj) ;  which  was  shewn  to  he  of  divine 
origin  by  the  attestation  of  the  Spirit  (soixulw^t)  ev 
•TTvevfji.ari)  which  was  vicwcd  zviih  astonishment  and 
delight  {co(^^n)  by  those  who  were  authorized  to 
communicate  it  to  others  (ayyaXoir)  which  was 
preached  among  the  Gentiles,  &c.  as  before. 

'*  If  ©£©^  had  been  the  true  reading,  it  appears 
clear  to  my  mind,  that  the  Apostle,  by  saying, 
■  God  was  manifested,  (in, )  or  by  man,'  (sv  ao^^xi) 
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could  have  meant  no  more  than  the  Apostle  John, 
when  he  said,  tJie  only  Son  who  is  in  the  bosom  of 
the  Father  hath  declared  Him  ;  (John  i.  18.)  or 
than  our  Lord  himself^  when  he  said,  '  he  that 
hath  seen  me  hath  seen  the  Father,''  (John  xiv.  y.) 
God,  by  the  man  Christ  Jesus,  manifested  his 
gracious  purposes  to  men ;  and  thus  He  was^  in- 
deed, manifested  injicsli.' 

"  Tlie  remainder  of  the  passage  would,  however, 
have  been  very  harsh  upon  this  reading;  and  the 
common  interpretation  of  the  common  reading, 
only  serves  to  increase  its  aijjicultijy  and  seems  to  me 
full  of  absolute  inconsistencies.  Accordinc;  to  this 
interpretation,  '  He  zcho  is  at  all  times  present  in 
every  part  of  the  Universe,'  (1  Kings  viii.  27, 
&c.)  was  circumscribed  by  a  human  body.  '  He 
who  ALONE  hath  immorlalitf  was  raised  from 
the  dead  by  the  Spirit ;  '  He  who  dwelleth  in  light 
inaccessible,  zvhom  no  one  hath  seen,  or  can 
SEE,'  (I  Tim.  vi.   16.)   was  seen  by  men,    (wip^Kj 

ftyycXoij)  ;  '  He  who  is  the  BLESSED  GoD,'  (1  Tim. 

vi.  \6.)  and  consequently,  ever,  and  infinitely 
happy,  zvas  received  up  into  glory.  The  doctrine 
of  Incarnation  (that  an  infinite,  eternal,  and  un* 
changeable  Being,  entered  into  a  human  frame, 
and  by  his  union  with  it  became  truly  man,  suscep- 
tible of  all  the  suti'erings  and  wants  of  humanity,) 
is  in  itself  considered,  so  confounding  to  the  iuja- 
gination,  and  throws  such  a  weight  upon  the 
evidences  of  Christianity,  that  every  one  who 
holds  it  up  as  Christian  doctrine^  owes  it  to  his 
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religion  to  satisfy  himself  decisively,  that  it  is 
rmlly  revealed  in  the  Scriptures."  Unitariauism 
the  doctrine  of  the  Gospel,  p.  153,  1.54. 

Such  is  the  notable  parody  of  a  very  important 
passage;  which  I  have  given  at  full  length,  to 
render  it  full  justice. 

Dr.  Carpenter  s  licentious  and  extravagant  ex- 
positions   of    ihe    several    words    and    phrases, 

^o^ri,  varying  with  the  various  readings,  ©£©-,  &c. 
sufficiently  confute  themselves,  by  the  bare  ex- 
posure, and  are  below  criticism.  Steady,  how- 
ever, to  his  tenet  of  "  rejecting  mysteries  in 
religion,"  he  annihilates  "  the  mystery  of  godli' 
fiess,''  which  totally  evaporates  in  the  smoke  of  his 
comment;  for,  what  mystery  is  there,  if  a  common 
man  xtas  manifested  in  Jlesh  ?  How  could  he  be 
manifested  otherwise,  while  he  is  in  the  body  ? 
As  shrewdly  remarked  by  Cyril  of  Alexandria. 
And  how  revolting  is  the  gross  and  rank  Sabelli' 
anism,  of  confounding  God  the  Father,  with 
God  the  Oracle;  and  so,  denying  of  the  for- 
mer, what  is  true  of  the  latter!  Had  Dr.  Car- 
penter "  searched  the  Scriptures,"  with  humility 
and  reverence ;  had  he  studied  the  primitive 
Fathers ;  had  he  even  read  ^vith  the  slightest 
attention,  and  without  prejudice,  the  extracts 
from  their  writings,  furnished  bv  fVetstein  and 
Griesbach,  in  their  notes  on  the  passage ;  he 
might  hdiwe '' satisfied  himself  decisively,  that  the 
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doctrine  of  the  Incarnation  is  really  revealed  in 
the  Scriptures." 

Let  us  now  proceed  to  examine  the  passage 
itself,  taking  into  consideration  that  excellent 
Canon  of  Criticism,  the  first ;  which  Griesbach 
laid  down  in  his  prolegomena,  but  utterly  neglected 
in  his  notes. 

The  whole  paragraph  may  thus  be  more  closely 
rendered  and  explained. 

1  Tim.  iii.  14—15;  iv.  1—11. 

"  These  [^pastoral  instimctions~\  I  write  unto 
thee,  hoping  to  come  unto  thee  shortly.  But, 
[I  write  further,  concerning  the  several  mysteries 
of  the  Gospel,  the  Incarnation,  the  grand 
Apostacy,  &;c.]  in  order  that,  if  I  delay,  thou 
mayest  know  hoiv  to  behave  thyself,  [as]  a  pillar 
and  bulwark  of  the  truth,  in  the  house  of  God  ; 
which  is  the  Church  [or  cong7'egatio)i[  of  the 
LIVING  God." 

"  And,  confessedly,  great  is  the  mystery  oj 
GodlinesSf  [or  of  the  true  religion,  the  truth ;] 
God  [the  Oracle]  was  77iani/ested  in  the  flesh, 
•was  justifled  171  [or  by']  the  Spirit,  was  seen  by 
Angels,  was  preached  a7nong  the  Gentiles,  [by  his 
Apostles,]  zvas  believed  on  in  the  zv  or  Id  [Sit  large, 
composed  of  Jezvs  and  Gentiles,'}  was  taken  up 
[into  heaven]  in  glory." 

"  Moreover,  the  Spirit  saith  expressly,  that 
in  the  latter  seasons  [of  the  Church,  ]  sotne  shalt 
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apostatize  from  the  [_true\  Faith,  attending  to 
seducing  spirits,  and  doctrines  of  demons  [or 
demon-worship,'}  through  the  hypocrisy  of  liai^s, 
[or  false  teachers}  having  thei?^  proper  conscience 
seared ;  [or  hardened,  so  as  to  become  insensible 
o{  the'iv  gui\t,i  forbiddi7ig  to  marry,''  &c.  &c. 

These  pastoral  instructions  were  contained  in 
the  foregoing  part  of  the  Epistle ;  and  in  the  fol- 
lowing, the  Apostle  proceeds  to  inform  his  beloved 
pupil  of  the  great,  leading  mysteries  of  the  Gospel, 
the  Incarnation,  the  Grand  Apostacy,  Sec.  in 
order  to  qualify  him,  especially  in  St.  Paul's 
absence,  "  to  command  and  teach,''  the  precepts 
and  doctrines  of  the  Gospel,  chap.  iv.  11  ;  that 
he  might  know  how  to  promote,  and  how  to  defend 
the  Faith,  against  Infidels  and  Scoffers,  such  as 
abounded  at  Ephesus,  where  Timothy  then  re- 
sided, chap.  i.  1 — 3. 

In  the  authorized  translation,  "  the  Church  of 
God"  is  reckoned  "  the  pillar  and  ground  of  the 
faith."  But  there  is  an  apparent  iiicongruity  in 
this ;  for  how  can  the  Church,  which  is  supported, 
be  the  pillar  which  supports  it?  And,  surely, 
yyXof,  without  the  article,  is  rather  a  pillar,  or  one 
of  the  pillars;  for  there  may  be  many.  The 
term,  therefore,  may  more  properly  be  applied  to 
Timothy  himself,  as  an  able  supporter  of  the 
truth,  or  true  religion,  in  the  house  of  God,  or 
congregationof  the  living  God.  Here,  the  imagery 
is  critically  correct,  as  a  pillar  supports  the  house, 
so  Timothy  was  bound  to  support  the  congrega- 
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tio?i.  And  it  is  conformcible  to  the  usage  of  the 
Apostle,  who  compares  the  heads  of  the  Mother 
Church  at  Jerusalem,  Peter,  James,  the  Lord's 
brother,  and  Jo///?,  to  "  pillars;''  Galat.  ii.  9; 
and  to  the  usage  of  our  Lord  himself,  who  pro- 
mises to  his  victorious  champion,  "  I  will  make 
liim  a  pillar,  in  the  temple  of  my  God,"  Rev.  iii. 
]2.  This  instance,  surely,  is  decisive.  And  the 
following  beautiful  apostrophe  of  Gregory  Nazi- 
anzen  accords  therewith  :  "  C)  man  of  God,  faith- 
ful servant  and  steward  of  the  mysteries  of  God, 
tiiou  man  of  spiritual  desires,  I  call  thee  a  pillar 
and  biikcark  of  the  truth.''  See  the  Original, 
JVet stein's  note.  The  expression,  is  plainly  ellip- 
tical, o-y,  being  understood,  **  as  a  pillar  ;"  for  so, 
many  absolute  expressions  are  to  be  taken  com- 
paratively. The  comparison  is  expressed  by  Peter, 
representing  the  faithful,  "  as  living  stones,  erected 
into  a  spiritual  house,"  (us  Xi^o/  ^o^vr.-j  oixo^o/>tejff3e, 
ojxoy  -nvsufjixrLxos)  1  Pet.  ii.  5.  upon  "  the  twelve 
foundatioji-stones  (Sre/x£Xi«s)  inscribed  with  the 
names  of  the  twelve  Apostles  of  the  Lamb.'* 
Rev.  xxi.  14;  and  laid  upon  "  the  living  stone,'* 
or  "  rock,"  Christ,  upon  which  his  Church  was 
to  be  built."  Matt.  xvi.  18;  1  Pet.  ii.  4.  Here, 
^eixiXiov,  corresponds  to  l^paiw/ua,  in  the  text ;  Mhich 
renders  the  imagery  of  the  Apostle  critically  cor- 
rect, and  beautiful  throughout,  in  the  case  of 
7'imothj/*. 

*  That  St.  Paul  himself  considered  Christ,  as  God,  is  evident 
from  his  own  repeated  dvclnrations :  That  he  was  an  "Apostle^ 
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This  interpretation  of  the  passage  is  given  by 
that  eminent  critic,  Gataker,  see  PooWs  Synopsis; 
and  it  was  adopted  by  those  great  scholars  and 
divines,  Erasmus,  Chillingworth,  and  Lightfoot ; 
and  is  still  further  recommended  by  its  superior 
simplicity  and  excellence. 

"  The  great  mystery  of  Godliness ,'"  of  true 
religion,  or  of  "  the  truth,''  as  opposed  to  "  the 
mystery  of  iniquity,  ungodliness,  or  false  reli- 
gion, 2  Thess.  ii.  7.  (which  was  beginning  to 
operate,  even  in  the  Apostolic  age,)  signifies  the 
mystical  union  of  the  Divine  and  Human  nature 
in  THE  Oracle,  at  his  incarnation,  as  noticed 
already.  And  the  amazing  process  of  his  "  taber- 
nacling among  us,  full  of  grace  and  truth,"  John  i. 
14-.  is  next  recorded,  in  succession:  "  He  was 
justified  by  the  Spirit,  at  his  baptism,  when 
the  voice  from  heaven  declared,  "  This  is  my 
BELOVED  Son,  in  whom  I  am  well  pleased  ;" 
and  again,  at  his  transfiguration,  with  this  addi- 
tion, '*  Hear  ye  him,''  as  "  the  Prophet  like 
Moses,"  but  greater  than  Moses,  the  Divine 
Legislator  of  mankind,  under  every  dispensation. 
"  He  was  seen  by  Angels,^'  when  a  multitude  of 

not  of  men,  neither  by  man,  but  by  Jesus  Christ."  Gal.  i. 
1. — that  the  Gospel  which  he  preached,  was  not  according  tu 
man: — that  he  received  it  not  from  man;  neither  was  he 
taught  it,  but  by  the  revelation  of  Jesus  Christ."  Gal.  i.  11, 
12;  compare,  1  Cor.  xv.  3—7.  In  these  passages,  the 
Apostle  clearly  distinguishes  Christ  from  ?nan,  or  mankind; 
and  thus  teaches  by  inference,  that  he  is  properly  God. 
VOX,.  II.  H 
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the  heavenly  host,  at  his  Nativity ^  "  the  Sons  of 
God,  shouted  for  joy,"  "  Glory  to  God  in  the 
highest  (heavens  ;)  and  on  earth,  peace;  good- 
will toxvards  men  T  Again,  at  hjs  temptation 
by  the  De-cil,  that  ^\ false  Angel  oj  light ;"  when 
"  time  yiugels  ministered  to  him."  Again,  at  his 
bitter  agony,  in  the  garden  of  Gethse?nane,  when 
"  there  appeared  to  him  an  Angel  from  heaven^ 
strengtliening  him/'  Again,  at  his  resurrection, 
Avhen  tico  Angels  appeared  at  his  tomb,  to  the 
Galilean  women,  who  sought  his  body  there. 
And  lastly,  at  his  Ascension,  when  the  same  two 
Angels,  probabl3%  assured  his  gazing  disciples, 
that  as  they  had  seen  him  *'  taken  up  in  glory," 
so  they  should  likewise  see  him  "  descending  in 
gloj'y,''  at  the  regeneration,  or  restitution  of  all 
things,  as  "  the  Puince  of  Peace."  The  fol- 
lowing sublime  invocation  to  Christ,  on  his  Ascen- 
sion, we  owe  to  Darnascenus,  A.  D.  730,  quoted 
by  ff'etstein,  in  his  learned  note ;  overlooked, 
alas!  by  Griesbach.  ''  O  King  of  Angels,  thou 
least  taken  up  in  glory  !  M'hen  the  Angelic 
powers  s&v;  tliec  taken  up,  they  shouted,  Open  the 
gates  for  our  King  r Thus  beautifully  al- 
luding to  the  triumphant  hymn  recorded  in  the 
i2'lth  Psalm,  on  the  approach  of  the  Messiah  to 
the  spiritual  temple,  in  heaven :  "  Lift  up  your 
heads,  O  ye  gates,  and  be  ye  lift  up,  ye  everlast- 
ing doors,    and  the  King  of  Glory  shall  come 

in  I \yho  is  the  King  of  Glory?     Even  the 

Lo'/d  of  Hosts,  he  is  the  King  of  Glory  !" 
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Since  therefore,  the  received  reading  ©to?,  pos- 
sesses all  the  indications  of  intr'msic  goodness^  in 
its  conformity  to  the  text,  the  context,  the  design 
of  the  author,  and  the  circumstances  of  the  Evan- 
gelical History,  throughout,  we  are  cibundantly 
warranted,  by  the  first  Canon  of  Criticism,  to 
retain  it  as""  the  true,  prime,  original  reading  of 
the  text. 

2.  Let  us  next  proceed  to  examine  the  preten- 
sions of  OS,  Griesbach  himself  confesses,  that 
"  this  various  reading  is  more  difficult,  and  uiir 
usual  than  the  rest."  He  might  justly  have  added, 
more  uns:rammatical  and  absurd. 

To  hide  its  defects,  he  is  forced  to  alter  the 
punctuation  of  the  passage,  greatly  for  the  worse ; 
to  rend  the  last  clause  of  the  15th  verse  from  its 
natural  connexion  with  the  preceding  part;  and 
to  attach  it,  awkwardly  and  abruptly,  to  the  l6th 
verse,  thus, 

<;vXos  y.a.1  k^qxiufjiac  r-ns  aXio^tias*  xai  o(/.oXoyiitJievcns  fxeyM 
Cfj  TO  ms  ivas^siecs  /xi/j-'/i^JOv"  os  £(p«v£§a;Q7i  sv  Gocqai,    v..  r.  "K, 

According  to  this  scheme,  the  grammatical 
antecedent  to  Ss,  is  ^-yXor,  which  is  taken  in  apposi- 
tion to  ro  rns  svas^eio-s  (xvaT-nqiov,  as  if  "  the  mystery 
of  godliness  i"  was  "  a  pillar  of  the  truth,''  zohich 
(pillar)  xvas  manifested  in  the  flesh,  8cc.  but 
waving  the  glaring  incongruity  of  the  imagery, 
whether  we  refer,  bV,  '^  which'' to  the  pillar,  or  to 
the  mystery,  (and  there  is  no  other  visible  ante- 
cedent) the  construction  of  the  whole  sentence  is 
awkward  and  ungrammatical.     The  unlucky  par- 

H  2 


(     100    ) 

tide,  xxi,  before  u/xoXoy»iu.£vwy,  breaks  the  connexion, 
and  evidently  begins  a  new  sentence.  And  if 
so,  iw-fs-n^jsv,  in  the  neuter  'gender,  must  be  the 
antecedent  to  hs,  the  masculine  pronoun;  in  direct 
violation  of  grammar.  Nor  is  Dr.  C.  a  whit 
more  successful,  in  his  attempt  to  reconcile  it  to 
grammar,  by  rendering  or,  he  who,  and  referring  it 
to  Christ,  as  the  antecedent,  understood.  For 
vvhat  right  has  he  to  assume  any  antecedent,  that 
is  not  expressed  in  the  foregoing  part  of  the  sen- 
tence, or  even  of  the  whole  paragraph  ?  Such  an 
unjustifiable  licence  is  not  to  be  borne,  or  allowed. 
And  further,  even  upon  his  own  principles,  there 
is  no  mystery  in  the  case,  as  we  have  seen ;  since 
Christ  is  supposed  by  him,  to  be  a  mere  man,  the 
son  of  Joseph  and  Mary.  Of  the  Doctor,  indeed, 
we  may  well  say,  Incidit  in  Scyllam  cupiens 
vitare  Charybdim  !  "Or,  therefore,  cannot  possibly 
stand  a  moment  in  competition  with  0£©-. 

3.  Nor  is  the  last  various  reading,  S,  a  whit 
more  successful.  It  certainly  does  not  offend 
against  grammar,  like  its  partner,  because  it  agrees 
in  gender,  with  /xt;s-r,§iov ;  but  surely,  it  rather 
savours  of  absurdity,  to  say,  that  a  mystery  was 
"  taketi  lip,  (to  heaven)  in  gloi^y  .'"  Nor  is  the 
apologv  offered  by  its  advocates  admissible  ;  that 
the  word  mystery,  is  taken  sylleptically,  or  in  a 
perso7ial  sense,  including  Christ  ijicarnate,  with 
some  of  the  Fathers  :  Thus  Clemens  Alexandrinus 

says,    ptfs-r,§iov    /w.eS'   •:^ptwy    EiSov    ol    ay/ikoi,    tov    X^tffTov, 

*'  The  angels  saw  a  mystery  with  us,  namely,   the 
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Christ.'"    GrieshacJis  note.     But  this  is  a  vata- 
chresis,  or  *'  abuse  of  the  term"  mystery ;  and  it  is 
not  warranted  by  the  following  text  adduced  as 
parallel :    "God  willed  to   make  known  to  his 
Saints,  what  is  the  riches  (o  iiXHToi)  of  the  glory 
of  this  mystery^  among  the  Gentiles,  which  {os) 
is  Christ,    the  hope  of  glory ;   whom  (Sv)   we 
preach  among  you."    Col.  i.  27,  28.     Here  the 
antecedent  to  bV,  ^^  which,''  is  not  "  this  mystery" 
but  "  the  riches  of  the  glory,''  or  "  the  hope  of 
the  glory ;"  meaning,    that  Christ  is  the  rich 
display  of  the  glory,    the  hope  of  eternal  glory, 
unfolded  in  the  mystery  of  the  calling  of  the 
Gentiles  ;  "  which  mystery  was  hid  from  the  ages 
and  generations  (past),  but  was  now  manifested  to 
his  saints."    Col.  i.  26. 

From  this  critical  survey  of  the  internal  evidence, 
it  indisputably  follows,  that  ©a®-  is  the  best  read- 
ing, and  bV,  the  xvorst  of  the  three.  And  conse- 
quently, combining  the  external  evidence  which 
concurs  in  the  same  verdict,  that  Griesbach's 
ejection  of  0£®,  and  substitution  of  bV,  was  utterly 
unjustifiable^  and  we  fear,  in  vvilful  opposition  to 
his  own  Canons  of  Criticism  *, 

*  It  is  whimsical  enough,  that  a  decided  and  zealous 
Unitarian  has  lately  taken  up  the  defence  of  the  received 
reading  Os©-  in  this  passage,  on  the  ground  both  of  strict 
criticism,  and  ancient  authorities :  and  that  he  docs  not  scruple 
to  charge  Griesbach,  who  proposes  the  substitution  of  o<, 
vfith  a  corruption  of  the  text,  and  a  total  ignorance  of  the 
Grtek  language.      He   goes  so   far   indeed   as   to   asisert  of 
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3.  There  still  remams  the  last,  and  least  mate- 
rial branch  of  his  argument,  to  determine  which 
of  the  three  readings  was  most  likely  to  give  birth 
to  the  rest,  and  he  decides  in  favour  of  o^,  upon 
the  following  grounds  :  "  The  reading  OC,  [if 
genuine,]  easily  passed  into  0C,  [by  the  Jraiid  of 
the  transcribers ;]  since  the  transcribers  were  not 
ignorant  that  this  passage  was  commonly  under- 
stood of  God  the  word,  (®£w  Xoyu) ;  or  it  might 
have  passed  into  Q,  to  agree  with  the  word 
pit/s-ri^iov."  ''  On  the  other  hand,  if  0C  was  the 
genuine  reading,  which  seemed  sitjjficienilij  plain 
and  was  very  conformable  to  the  general  per- 
suasion of  Christians,  scarcely  any  one  would 
have  forged  OC.  But  OC  might  have  arisen 
from  accident  J  or  the  carelessness  of  transcribers, 
from  t)C." 

"  If  'O  is  supposed  to  be  the  primitive  reading, 
it  is  hard  to  explain  how  OC  could  have  sprung 
out  of  it."  "  If  then  the  variety  of  readings  arose 
ft'om  accident  or  negligence  of  transcribers,  OC  is 

Gricsbach,  '  that  implicit  conficlffnce  is  to  be  reposed  neither 
in  \{\'s  judgment  a?  a  critic,  nor  in  \\\%  JidcUty  as  an  assertor 
of  facts.'  And  speaking  of  his  elaborate  note  in  support  of 
the  reading,  o?,  '  engages  to  shew,  that  he  has  proved  nothing 
but  his  own  incompetence  as  a  critic,  and  his  want  of  fidelity 
as  a  collator  of  the  ancient  copies  ;'  and  accordingly,  pro- 
ceeds to  argue,  that  neither  the  genius  of  the  Greek,  the 
seme  of  the  A})osfle,  nor  the  authority  of  the  ancient  Fathers^ 
will  admit  any  other  reading  than  ©s®-."  See  Monthly 
Repository,  Vol.  ix.  p.  leo— 123.  or  Dean  Mogee's  Postscript, 
p.  102. 
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the  most  likely,  but  if  the  text  was  desig77edlj^  cor- 
rupted,  then  ©C,  is  most  to  be  suspected." 

Of  the  two  sources  of  various  readings  here 
assigned  by  Griesbach,  we  are  persuaded  that 
accident  or  carelessness,  was  infinitely  more  pro- 
bable, and  prevalent,  than  fraud,  or  corruption, 
especially,  in  the  case  of  omissmis  like  this. 

Assuming  therefore,  what  is  abundantly  proved, 
that  the  primitive  and  genuine  reading  was  0C  ; 
either  accident  or  decay  might  easily  have  effaced 
or  worn  out  the  traces  of  the  two  horizontal  lines ; 
as  shewn  already,  in  the  cases  of  the  Alexajidrine 
and  Ephrem  manuscripts  :  This  would  naturally 
have  produced  OC.  And  the  same  causes  might 
have  obliterated  the  second  letter  C,  or  ancient 
sigma,  and  left  only  the  first  O,  remaining.  And 
this  will,  I  trust,  be  found  a  more  simple  and 
satisfactory  solution  of  the  two  various  readings*. 

*  The  following  judicious  remark  of  the  learned  Mr. 
Wagstaffe,  occurs  in  the  last  page  of  his  Letters  preserved  in 
ISion  College  Library. 

"  There  are  four  manuscripts  o^  Gdusius  Cyzkams  History 
of  the  first  Council  oi  Nice,  in  the  Vatican  library,  marked, 
Cod.  Vat.  830,  J 142,  ll63,  and  Cod.  Alex.  73,  written  in 
the  small  character,  and  all  modern  :  the  oldest,  not  sup- 
posed to  be  earlier  than  the  fourteenth  century.  All  these 
MSS.  agree  in  thd  reading  he  tipat.H^u%. 

**  It  is  a  misfortune,"  proceeds  INIr.  Wagstaffe,  "  (liat  wc 
have  no  Uncial  JMSS.  of  this  writer:  for  if  we  had,  I  am 
almost  confident  we  should  find  it  to  be  @i^  there :  For  the 
0?,  in  these  four  Vatican  copies,  is  an  error  that  might 
naturally  arise  from  the  abbrcviatk>n  of  ©s^;  which  in  the 
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more  ancient  Uncial  MSS.  is  generally  written  thus  eC, 
which  has  nothing  to  distinguish  it  from  OC,  but  the  straight 
line  within  the  Theta,  which  might  be  slightly  drawn,  and 
nearly  worn  out,  when  it  came  to  be  copied ;  as  might  also 
the  mark  of  abbrevialion  above  it;  so  that  the  transcriber 
might  very  easily  mistake  it  for  OC  :  And  this  being  visibly 
an  error,  it  might  have  been  changed  into  O,  in  order  to 
make  it  agree  with  ^vrr,^ic»,  that  goes  before. 

"  I  dont  know  whether  Mr.  Bcrriman  will  be  of  my  mind, 
but  for  my  own  part,  I  am  well  satisfied  that  this  is  the  true 
rise  and  occasion  of  that  singular  reading  of  this  text,  in  th« 
printed  Editions  of  Gelasius." 


LETTER  X. 

Griesbach's  corruption  of  Acts  xx.  28. — proved  from  the 
external  evidence^  1.  oi  Greek  MSS.  ; — 2.  oi  Ancient  Ver^ 
siovs  ; — 3.  of  Fathers  ; — 4.  by  the  infernal  evidence  of  the 
passage  ; — 5.  by  Griesbach's  own  Canoiis  of  Criticism. — 
llefutation  of  Griesbach's  and  Carpenter's  objections  to  the 
received  text. — Judicious  remarks  of  Archdeacon  JDaKknj^. 

JL  HE  next  of  the  disputed  texts  that  comes  under 
consideration,  is  Acts  xx.  28;  in  which,  Gries- 
bach  has  not  hesitated,  to  expunge  r«  ©e8  from  the 
text,  and  substitute  ra  y-v^m  in  its  room  ;  and  also, 
to  insert  the  various  reading,  m  xc/^ia  xoa  ©£»,  in  the 
inner  margin  of  his  page,  as  preferable  thereto : 
alledging,  that  "  he  could  not  decide  otherwise, 
upon  the  testimony  adduced,  without  contradict- 
ing himself,  and  violating  the  established  laws  of 
criticism."  P.  115,  116,  note.  And  implicitly 
adopting  his  alteration,  Dr.  Carpenter  asserts, 
"  Luke  certainly  wrote  (ra  xt/gj«)  the  Lord."" 
Unitarianism,  p.  150. 

Bound  as  we  are  "  to  prove  all  things,'"  not 
taking  any  thing  upon  trust ;  let  us  examine  the 
several  branches  of  this  testimony,  beginning,  ac- 
cording to  his  order,  with 

a.)  the  external  evidence. 

1.  Greek  Manuscripts. 

The  received  reading  ©ea,  is  supported  by  that 
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most  ancient  and  venerable  MS.  B  *,  the  Vatkarty 
and  17  others,  marked  4,  22,  46,  65,  66,  68, 
84*,  89*;  and  as  far  as  maybe  collected  from 
the  silence  of  the  collators,  7,  12,  l6,  23,  25,  27 y 
39,  56,  64.  The  positive  testimony  of  one  of  the 
latter  class,  25,  (the  JVestminster  ]\IS.}  which 
Griesbach  reckons  "  among  the  better  sort, 
though  not  the  best,"  is  confirmed  by  Nolan,  who 
collated  it  in  the  British  Museum,  where  it  is 
marked,  Harl.  5537-  6S  (the  Upsal,)  he  com- 
mends as  *'  sometimes  agreeing  with  the  best 
manuscripts,  and  with  Finetti's  edition  of  Theophy' 
lad ;''  and,  of  the  rest,  4,  7,  16,  22,  23,  37,  29y 
46,  56,  he  reckons  of  the  same  family ;  and  all 
containing  o-oof/  readings,  supported  by  a  few  other 
manuscripts,  though  their  peculiar  readings  are 
of  very  little  value,  a  few  of  16  excepted. 

But  Griesbach  endeavours  to  set  aside  the  tes- 
timony of  the  principal  MS.  the  Vatican,  B,  by 
the  following  note  in  the  Addenda,  furnished  by 
Professor  Birch,  the  collator  himself,  in  the  pre- 
face to  his  Collection  oj  Various  Readings  on  the 
fe.vt  of  the  Apocalypse,  p.  xxxix. 

"  When  I  was  attentively  re-examining  the 
sheets  containing  my  collation  of  this  manuscript 
(B, )  I  found  nothing  noted  respecting  the  reading, 
sxxXnffJKv  ra  06b,  nor  any  other  reading  in  this  place  ; 


*  B,  84,  and  Sp,  are  inscited  from  Birch's  Collations, 
among  the  Addenda  ad  Ada  Apostuhtum,  at  the  end  of 
Gricbbach's  second  voliinu-,  1S06,  p,  [34.] 
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so  that  I  dare  not  pronounce  for  certain,  what 
may  be  found  written  in  our  manuscript.  How- 
ever, I  can  scarcely  doubt,  that  if  any  variety  of 
reading  had  taken  place  in  our  manuscript,  it 
would  not  have  escaped  my  attention ;  since  I  in- 
tended to  examine  this  remarkable  place  above  all 
others,  in  all  the  manuscripts  that  came  in  my 
way.  To  whom  the  fault  is  to  be  imputed, 
whether  to  the  printer  or  to  me,  that  the  reference 
to  *  Vat.  1209/  (i.  e.  B,)  glided  into  this  place, 
I  am  totally  ignorant.  But,  it  appears,  from 
what  was  said  before,  that  it  ought  to  be  ex- 
punged." 

Here  the  Professor  appears  to  be  overscru- 
pulous :  and  his  premises  do  not  warrant  his  con- 
clusion. For,  surely,  upon  the  same  principle, 
that  Griesbach  collected  the  received  reading  to 
have  been  found  in  7iine  manuscripts,  7,  12,  1^, 
&c.  viz.  from  the  silence  of  the  collators  respect- 
ing any  other ;  Birch  should  have  drawn  th« 
same  inference,  from  his  original  collation;  and 
the  more  so,  on  account  of  his  pre-determined 
attention  to  this  very  passage.  Why  he  should 
find  fault  with  himself,  or  his  printer,  for  the  re- 
ference, "  Vat.  1209,"  seems  totally  unaccount- 
able, from  any  thing  that  appears  in  this  note. 
And  that  he  was,  indeed,  fully  justified  in  the 
reference,  is  ascertained,  beyond  dispute,  by  the 
positive  testimony,  adduced  by  Nolan,  Inquiry, 
&c.  p.  283 ;  which  I  am  happy  to  transcribe  from 
his  note,  242. 
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"  1  he  true  reading  of  this  celebrated  manuscript 
is  set  out  of  dispute  by  the  following  document, 
ivhich  is  deposited  in  Sio?i  College ;  to  which  my 
attention  was  directed  by  my  learned  friend,  Mr. 
JVatts,  the  librarian.  In  a  collation  of  the  Vatican 
manuscripts,  made  by  Dr.  Berriman,  when  engaged 
in  the  defence  of  1  Tim.  iii.  16,  the  annexed  read- 
ing of  the  Vaticaii  manuscript  appears ;  the  fol- 
lowing note  being  prefixed  to  the  papers  in  which 
it  is  found,  in  the  hand-writing  of  Dr.  Berriman. 

'  In  the  year  1738,  I  obtained  from  the  very 
learned  Mr.  Thomas  JVagstaffcy  then  at  Rome,  a 
more  exact  and  particular  account  of  the  Greek 
manuscripts  of  St.  PauVs  Epistles,  in  the  Vatican 
library,  and  that  of  Cardinal  Barberini,  than  had 
been  ever  before  communicated  to  the  world.  Mr. 
JVagstaffe  had  for  some  time  free  access  to  the 
Vatican,  and  the  liberty  of  collating  manuscripts, 
in  the  absence  of  the  librarian  ;  and  in  that  time, 
I  was  favoured  with  the  accurate  collation  of  four 
texts,  which  I  desired,  (Acts  xx.  28;  Rom.  ix.  5; 
1  Tim.  iii.  16;  and  1  John  v.  7.)  And  of  five 
more  added  thereto,  (Gal.  i.  12 ;  Phil.  ii.  6 ;  Col. 
ii.  9;  Tit.  ii.  13  ;  and  1  John  v.  20.') 

"  The  following  collation  of  the  disputed  text, 
is  added,  along  \\\\h  the  above  cited,  in  Mr.  JVag' 
ituffe's  hand." 

Acts  XX.  28,  7r^0(Tex,ETE  Ixvrois,  xxi  'navTi  tw  7roip.viaif 

SV  CO,  VlXaS  TO  TTViVtXX   TO  uyiQV  E^STO  ETrtffXOTTHy,    WOJ/XaiVEJV  t»iv 

ixxXr/ffiav  TB  0£B,  7)v  TiapmiomaQt.To  ^la.  tw  «I/xaT©'  t«  »Jj«. 


(     109    ) 

?vIS.  Bible  from  which  Sutus  V.'s  Septuagint  was 
printed.' 

**  And  this  testimony  (adds  Nolan,)  is  confirmed 
by  the  collation  which  was  made  of  this  manuscript 
for  Dr.  Bentley,  which  was  published  by  Dr.  Fordy 
at  the  end  of  his  Fragmenta  Vers.  Sahid.  Oxon. 
1799.  As  it  notes  no  various  reading  of  this 
text,  but  TB  xnxxT^  T8  »^»8*,  p.  74,  the  manuscript 
must  have  read  with  the  copy  that  was  collated, 

Now  this  is  another  case  precisely  in  point  with 
Professor  Birch's,  And,  therefore,  the  reading  of 
the  Vatican  B.  is  irrefragably  established  by  the 
testimony  of  three  original,  independent,  and  re- 
spectable witnesses,  Birch,  JVagstaffe,  and  Ford^ 
vouched  by  Berriman,  JValts,  and  Nolan. 

The  second  reading,  xi/^ia,  is  supported  by  ten 
Hianuscripts,  namely,  A,  C,  D,  E,  13,  \5,  18,  35, 
40,  69 ;  and  by  three  more  in  the  Addenda,  73, 
81,  and  the  Moscozv  B,  which  belonged  to  Chrij- 
sostom,  according  to  Matthcei  on  Ephes.  iv.  9* 
But  A,  the  Alexandrine,  follows  the  inferior  Pa- 
Itstine  recension  in  St.  PauVs  Epistles;  and  C, 
the  Ephrem  rescriptus,  D.  the  Clermont,  and  its 
copy  E.  the  Sangermany  with  1 3,  do  all  abound  in 

*  This  more  emphatic  reading,  oict,  m  atixtuT^  ts  »^ia,  "  by 
his  own  blood,"  is  further  supported  by  the  Uncial  manuscripts, 
A,  C,  D,  E  ;  by  15,  31,  33,  34,  36,  40,  69,  73,  81  ;  by  the 
Moscow  manuscript,  e ;  by  the  Armenian  and  Slavonic  ver- 
sions, and  by  Irentrus  ;  and  is,  therefore,  judiciously  substi- 
tuted in  Gritsbach's  text,  for  the  received,  t«  i^»*  »lixutQ', 
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most  grievous  errors,  by  GriesbacKs  own  confes- 
sion; the  rest  are  modern,  not  earlier  than  the 
nth  or  12th  century,  and  one,  40,  the  Montfort, 
of  the  15th  or  l6th  century;  whose  testimony 
Griesbach  undervalues  and  sets  at  nought,  in  th« 
case  of  1  John  v.  7. 

The  third  reading,  wpia  ©ea,  is  supported  by  3, 
and  by  95,  in  the  Addenda. 

The  fourth,  ©£«  xai  xygis,  by  47,  alone. 

The  fifth,  xty^ia  xaj©£w,  by  forty-seven  manuscripts, 
namely,  G,  1,  li,  5,(),  8,  9,  10,  1 1,  U,  17, 19,  20,  21, 
24,  £6,  27,  28,  29,  30,  ^\,  32,  33,  34,  35,  36,  38. 
42,  43,  45,  57,  63,  66,  67,  Lectionar.  2,  5,  and  by 
the  Moscow  manuscripts,  a  2,  b,  c,  d,  e,  f,  k,  1,  m, 
X,4',  and  by  eighteen  more  in  the  Addenda,  namely, 
98,  sixteen  of  Birch's,  namely,  72,  74,  75,  76,  78, 
80,  S5,  86,  87,  88,  91,  92,  93,  94,  96,  and  the 
Laurentiati,  27,  of  the  Vlth  shelf  It  is  also  sup- 
ported by  the  Compluteiisian  and  Plantin  editions. 
And  from  these  numerous  testimonies,  3fatthcei, 
who  confines  himself  merely  to  manuscripts,  has 
not  hesitated  to  introduce  this  reading  into  his  cri- 
tical edition  of  the  Greek  Testament. 

2.    ANCIENT    VERSIONS. 

The  received  reading  ©sw,  is  supported  by  the  La- 
tin Vulgate,  the  Phikhvenian  Syriac  in  the  text;  by 
the  JEt/iiopic,  according  to  Mill*;  and  most  proba- 

*  Mill  follovvcil  the  Latin  translation  of  the  JEthiopic  ver- 
sion in  the  Lor, don  Polyglott  Bible, — ut  pascatis  domum 
Christianam  Dei. 
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bly,  by  the  Peskito,  or  Vulgate  Syriac,  which  reads 
X§(5-«,  both  in  the  printed  editions  and  in  the  Nes- 
torian  manuscripts  of  the  Vatican.  But  as  this 
solitary  reading  is  unsupported  by  a  single  manu- 
script, and  found  in  no  other  Versi(jj|i  than  the 
Arabic  of  Erpenius,  copied  from  the  Syriac  ;  it 
is  highly  probable,  that  the  primitive  reading  of  the 
Greek  manuscript,  from  which  the  Peshito  was 
translated,  was  ©£« ;  which  was  restored  in  the 
X^ier  P hiluxeniaii ;  and  is  strongly  confirmed  by 
the  Syriac  title  of  Psalm  cxiv.  In  which  is  the 
remarkable  expression,  ''  To  the  incarnate  God 
Jesus  Christ,  wJio  redeemed  us  by  his  blood,''  evi- 
dently collected  from  the  parallel  texts,  Acts  xx. 
28;  1  Tim.  iii.  16'.  JVetstein  has  candidly  no- 
ticed this  remarkable  expression,  p.  597 y  which 
ought  not  to  have  been  omitted,  by  his  copier, 
Griesbach.  Grieshach  is  also  severely  censured 
by  Wakefield  for  representing  the  testimony  of  the 
JEthiopic  version  as  ambiguously  denoting  either 
®£B,  or  xvpiH. —  "  Most  unjustifiable  is  this  assertion 
of  Griesbach,  JhltJiwps  habet  xocabulum  quo 
semper  utitur,  sive  0£©^  inGr^eca  veritate  legatur, 
sive  yiv^i^  ;  ncutri  igitiir  lectioni  favet :  which  is 
infamously  false.  On  the  contrary,  as  far  as  my 
recollection  will  carry  me,  this  translator  never 
employs  the  word  here  introduced,  but  to  signify 
THE  Supreme  God  aJone.  SeeCasieirs  Lexicon, 
inn.   (Bahar.y     /F^^^-f/e/^V  Translation  N.  T. 

note  on   the   place. N.  B.    This  reference  to 

CasteWs  Lexicon  is  incorrect :  1  iind  nothing  there. 
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in  the  jEthiopic,  under  this  root,  corresponding  to 
Acts  XX.  28. 

The  second  reading  Kv^m,  is  supported  by  the 
Coptic,  Sahidic,  the  Jrmenian,  and  the  PhiloJC- 
enian  Syriac,  in  the  margin. 

The  third,  y-vpis  ©£»,  by  the  Arabic,  in  the  Lon- 
don Polyglott. 

The  fourth,  xu^m  xon  ©c»,  by  the  SlawniCj  both 
editions,  and  manuscripts. 

3.    FATHERS. 

The  received  reading  ©£»,  is  supported  by  the 
following:  from  whom  we  shall  extract  the  sub- 
stance of  the  citations  given  by  Wetstei?it  and  more 
fully,  by  Nolan,  Inquiry,  &c.  pp.  286 — 289-  Gries- 
bach  gives  only  their  names,  from  JVetstein. 

Ignatius,  of  the  Apostolic  age,  in  his  genuine 
epistles*,  greeting  the  Church  oi Ephesus,  "  by  the 
will  oi  the  Father,  and  of  Jesus  Christ  our  God," 
(tb  0cH  ^pcwv)  congratulates  them,  on  "  being  imi- 
tators of  God,  stirring  up  themselves,  by  the  blood 

of  God,    {iJAfxYiTai  ovTEf    Tti  0£»,  ava^cwnvpocvTci  EV  aif^txri 

©£B.)     Epist.  ad  Ephes.  1. 

Tertullian,  A.  D.  200,  says,  "  As  far  as  I 
know,  zee  are  not  our  own,  but  are  bought  xvith 
a  price,  (1  Cor.  vi.  19,  20.)  And  what  a  price? 
with  the  blood  of  God,"  {sanguine  Dei),  Ad 
Uxor.  lib.  ii.  cap.  3.  p.  175. 

•  The  spurious  Epistles  of  Ignatius  are  cited  in  favour  of 
xv^iu.     See  Nolan,  Inquiry,  p.  516. 
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Atfianasiils,  A.  D.  326,  cites  the  text,  accord- 
ing to  the  received  reading,  ttjv  sjcxXnfffav  t»  S^eb. 
Epist.  ad  Serap.  torn.  ii.  p.  65'5. 

Basil,  A.  D.  370,  says,  "  The  good  shepherd 
lays  down  his  life  for  the  sheep.  (John  x.  15.) 
Take  heed  to  yourselves,  to  feed  the  Church  of 
God''    Mor.  reg.  Ixxiii.  cap.  16,  torn.  ii.  p.  285. 

Epiphavius,  his  contemporary,  cites  the  text 
twice,  according  to  the  received  reading.  Haeres. 
Ixxiv.  p.  895,  a,  and  in  Ancora.  Ixix. 

Ambrose,  A.  D.  374,  cites  the  Latin  Vulgate 
text.  De  Spir.  Sanct.  lib.  ii.  cap.  13.  torn.  ii.  p. 
66^3,  d. 

Chrysostom,  A.  D.  398,  after  reciting  the  re- 
ceived text  twice,  concludes  thus  :  ''  Observe  how 
many  duties  are  imposed  upon  you  :  ye  have  your 
election  from  the  Spirit,  for  this  is  the  meaning  of 
£9£To  {^Iiath  made)  this  is  the  first  duty :  next,  to 
'  feed  the  Church  of  God.''  In  Act.  Apost.  Homil, 
xliv.  torn.  ix.  p.  ^'3^3,  a^ 

Ihas,  in  the  next  century,  writes  thus :  "  God 
who  always  takes  care  of  his  own  Church,  ran- 
somed zvith  his  own  blood,  was  pleased  to  soften 
the  heart  of  the  Egyptian."  Epist.  ad  j\Iarin. 
Labbe  et  Cossart  Concilia,  torn.  iv.  p.  665. 

Pbpe  Ccelestine,  A.  D.  422,  cites  the  Latin  Vul- 
gate tejit,  Epist.  ad  Synod.  Ephes.  Baluz.  Nov. 
Collect.  Concil.  torn.  i.  p.  491- 

Fulgentius,  A.D.  464,  after  citing  the  Latin 
Vulgate  text,  thus  speaks  of  the  Lord's  supper, 
*^  In  that  sacrifice,  there  is  a  thanksgiving,  and  a 
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Commemoration  of  the  Jiesh  of  Christy  and  of 
the  blood  which  the  same  God  (idem  Deus)  shed 
for  us."     Max.  BibHoth.  Patr.  torn.  ix.  p.  80,  h. 

Ferrand,  his  contemporary,  also  cites  the  Latin 
Vulgate  text.     Ibid.  p.  505,  h. 

Primasius  in  Apoc.  cap.  vii.  is  cited  by  tVetstein 
and  Grieshach.  But  Nolan  could  find  no  refer- 
ence there  to  Acts  xx.  28.  Nor  is  his  authority 
cited  by  Berigel,  or  Sabatier. 

Antiochus,  in  the  next  century,  cites  the  re- 
ceived reading  of  the  text.  Homil.  cxxii.  and  Ixr. 
Auctar.  Bibl.  Patr.  torn.  i.  pp.  1214,  1122.  Paris, 
]624. 

Pope  Martin,  in  a  Councii  held  at  Rome,  A.D, 
650,  recites  both  the  received  reading  of  the  text, 
and  the  Vulgate  translation.  Labbe  et  Cossart 
Concil.  torn.  vi.  p.  ys,  94. 

The  venerable  Bede,  A.  D.  701,  cites  the  text 
from  the  Latin  Vulgate,  and  explains  it  thus :  "  The 
Apostle  does  not  hesitate  to  call  it  '  the  blood  of 
God,'  on  account  of  the  iitiion  of  person  in  the 
two  natures  of  the  same  Jesus  Christ."  In  Acta 
Apost.  Oper.  torn.  v.  p.  659-  edit.  l6l2. 

Etherius,  some  time  after,  cites  the  text  from^ 
tlie  Latin  Vulgate,  and  explains  it  thus  :  "  fVhat 
God  is  meant,  the  sequel  demonstrates,  '  by  his 
blood.''  Here  the  Apostle,  by  the  mention  of 
deity  and  blood,  associated  divine  and  human  mat- 
ters."   Max.  Biblioth.  Patr.  torn.  xiii.  p.  383. 

CEciimeniuSt  A.  D.  950,  cites  the  received  read- 
7 
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ing  of  the  text.     Comm.  in  Act.  Apost.  torn.  i. 
p.  152.  ed.  1694. 

Theophylact,  A.  D.  IO7O,  does  the  same.  Oper. 
torn.  iii.  p.  290.  Venet.  1658.  And  he  elsewhere 
says,  "  Do  not  we  eat  the  divine  body,  and  drink 
the  blood  of  God,  (to  «!/*»  m  S'sa)  every  time  that 
we  approach  his  presence  at  the  mystic  table?" 
Comment,  in  Luc.  xiii.  26. 

To  these,  we  may  add  some  valuable  authorities, 
cited  by  IVetstein,  but  omitted  by  Gi^iesbach  and 
Nolan, 

Chrysostom.  Homil.  i.  in  Acta.  "  Though  the 
Apostles  discoursed  so  much  about  Christ,  they 
said  little  indeed  about  his  divinity,  but  reasoned 
2i  great  deal  about  his  humanity  and  his  passion'* 

{pKiyix  /tx£v  Tispi  ms  ^zornr®^  avrn  Bl^riKaaif  ra  5e  TrXetova  "Xspi 
tfis  «v9"§&'^0T7]T©'  ^j£\£7ovTO  xai   T8   OTfltS'af.)      TVetsttiYh 

strangely  mistakes  this,  as  if  "  Luke  did  not  ex- 
pressly teach  the  divinity  oi  Christ  f — the  phrase 
"  said  little  about  it,"  intimates  surely,  that  some- 
thing was  said  about  it,  though  but  little,  compared 
with  what  was  said  about  his  humanity  and  passion. 
That  little  was  contained  in  Acts  xx.  2<5. 

Episiola  Synodi  VL  in  Trullo.  A.  D.  680.  "  Godj 
being  sacrificed  and  distributed  for  the  purchase  of 
both  bodies  and  souls ;  ministers  divine  gifts  to  the 
partakers."  And  in  Canon  iii. — "  the  awful  sa- 
crifice of  our  great  God,  and  victim,  and  high- 
priest." 

Synod.  Niceen.  ii.  A.  D.  787,  citing  the  life  of 
Mary  the  Mother  of  Christ ;— *'  The  God,  whom 
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thou  didst  bear,  gave  Ids  own  blood  a  Counter-* 
ransom  for  me." 

Maxhnus  ad  Joh.  t.  ii.  p.  373.  "  The  God  of 
peace,  who  reconciled  us  by  the  cross ;  and  \\  hen 
we  were  enemies  7'edeemed  us  with  his  own  blood.'' 

Georgius  Pachymeres,  V.  p.  2b'5,  Anno  1304. 
"  The  God  oj  peace  who  gave  his  onn  blood  for 
his  holy  ChurcJi.^' 

Aj^etlias  in  Apoc.  ix.  21.  "  By  the  grace  and 
benevolence  of  Christ  our  God,  who  willingly  en- 
dured the  cross  for  us." 

Leontius  contr.  Nestorium,  iii.  41,  uses  the 
phrase,  ''  blood  of  God.'' 

The  second  reading,  nopm,  according  to  JVet stein 
and  Griesbach,  is  supported  by  the  folloMing  Fa- 
thers. 

IrencEus*,  Eusebiiis,  Athanasius,  CJirysostoyn, 
Ammoiius,  Ma.rimus,  Antonius,  Ibas,  Lucifer, 
Jerome,  Augustine,  SeduUus,  Alcivius,  the  Apos- 
tolical Constitutions,  the  second  council  of  Car- 
thage, (which  in  the  Greek,  however,  reads  ^£».) 

The  third,  y-v^m  xai  ^£«,  only  by  Theophylact. 

From  this  connected  and  enlarged  view  of  the 
several  branches  of  the  external  cvide?ice,  we  seem 
warranted  to  conclude, 

•  In  the  Latin  translation  of  part  of  IrtMaus,  of  which 
the  original  is  lost,  the  text  is  cited — regeie  ecclesiam  Domijii. 
Advcrs.  Hceres.  lib.  iii.  cap.  15.  p.  201.  But,  from  the  sub- 
ject matter,  namely,  "  the  more  hidden  mysteries  taught  by 
Paul,"  Nolan  conjectures,  that  Ircnccits  wrote  t«  ?eb,  rather 
that!  T«  xvfitf.    Inquiry,  p.  517,  518. 
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1.  The  testimony  of  Manuscripts  is  pretty 
equally  divided  between  the  three  disputed  read- 
ings. 

If  y.voiH  be  supported  by  a  greater  number  of 
Uncial  MSS.  ACDE;  ^^»  is  supported  by  B 
of  the  highest  authority ;  and  k"p<«  >'«»  ^£«,  though 
deficient  in  this  respect,  for  G,  is  not  earlier  than 
the  ninth  century,  yet  is  most  numerously  supported 
by  manuscripts  of  different  families,  and  especially 
by  the  Moscozv  manuscripts,  and  by  tiie  Complti- 
tpisian  edition. 

2.  The  ancient  Versions,  supporting  Sea  and 
xt/^iH,  are  equal  to  each  other  in  number  indeed, 
but  the  former  are  superior  in  weight.  For  the 
Latin  Vulgate,  the  Philo.venian  Striae,  and  the 
JEthiopic,  in  favour  of  3-S8,  are  of  higher  authority 
than  their  competitors,  the  Coptic,  Sahidic,  and 
Armenian.  The  compound  reading  >cygi8  xat  &e«,  is 
unsupported  by  any  but  the  Sclavo^nic ;  which  is 
closely  connected  with  the  Moscow  manuscripts. 

3.  The  testimony  of  the  Fathers  is  greatly  in 
favour  of  Ssa.  For  though  a  considerable  number 
of  counter- testimonies  in  favour  of  ^i/^ja,  are  na,tried 
by  JVetstein,  and  copied  by  Griesbach  ;  yet  no 
citations  from  thence  are  adduced  by  either,  which 
leads  us  to  suspect,  that  their  testimony  is  either 
spurious,  slight,  or  else  refuted  by  the  express  ci- 
tations on  the  other  side.  Thus,  the  objection  of 
Athanasius  to  the  phrase,  "  the  blood  of  God,''  as 
"  being  no  where  used  in  Scripture;  and  to  be 
reckpned  among  the  daring  fabrications   of  the 
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Arians,'"  recorded  by  JVetsteiny  p.  597,  is  abun- 
dantly refuted  by  his  own  counter- testimony,  citing 
the  received  reading  of  Acts  xx.  28,  and  by  the 
frequent  use  of  the  phrase  by  the  Orthodox  Fatliers, 
Ignatius,  Tertullian,  Leontius,  Falgentius,  Bcde, 
Tlicophylacf,  ^^c.  as  we  have  seen.  The  objec- 
tion, therefore,  was  ur2;ed  inconsiderately,  and  pro- 
bably in  the  warmth  of  controversy ;  in  which 
Athimasuis  was  perpetually  engaged  with  the 
Avians^  his  incessant  persecutors. 

KvqiH  xaci  &£H,  is  Unsupported  by  the  Fathers  be- 
fore Theophylact ;  and  is  contradicted  by  his  tes- 
timony in  favour  of  ^£8. 

From  this  summary  of  the  external  evidence,  it 
appears  to  preponderate,  upon  the  whole,  in  sup- 
port of  ^£8. 

Let  us  next  proceed  to  examine 

B.)    THE    INTERNAL    EVIDENCE. 

The  whole  passage  runs  thus: — 

"  Take  heed,  therefore,  unto  yoiirsehes,  and  to 
all  the  Jlock  over  which  the  Holy  Ghost  hath 
made  you  overseers  ;  to  feed  the  Church  of' God j 
which  He  purchased  with  his  onm  blood."" 

In  this  pastoral  exhortation  to  the  elders  of  the 
Church  of  Ephesus,  assembled  at  Miletus*,  St. 
Paul  seems  to  have  had  principally  in  his  view 

*  Miletus  was  remarkable,  in  the  classic  authors,  for  its 
fine  breed  of  sheep,  and  the  excellence  of  their  wool ;  which 
gives  a  peculiar  elegance  and  propriety  to  the  exhortation» 
See  Wetstein's  note. 
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<jur  Lord's  original  exhortation  to  Peter :  Feed  my 
iambs — feed  my  sheep— follow  ?«e."  John  xxi.  15 
— \9'  To  which  St  Peter  more  expressly  refers, 
in  his  similar  exhortation: — '■'Feed  the  Jlock  of 
<jod  among  you  (toev  J/aiv  aroijuijov  T8S-£«)  oversee'mg 
it  (£7n(jK07r«vT£f)  not  by  constraint,  but  willingly; 
not  for  filthy  lucre,  but  with  a  ready  mind  ;  not  as 
lording  it  over  the  heritage,  but  becoming  models 
to  the  flock."  {ruiroi  T8  7;ojp!,vi«)  1  Pet.  V-  2,  3.  Here, 
Christ's  flock  ("  my  lambs,  my  sheep")  is  styled 
''  the  Jlock  of  God.'^  And  by  the  same  analogy, 
Christ's  Church,  (which  he  calls  "  7?iy  Church,''^ 
!Matt.  xvi.  16,)  is  styled  in  the  text,  "  the  Church 
of  (TOf/;"and  in  St.  Paul's  parallel  exhortation  to  his 
favourite  pupil  Timothy — "  to  behave  himself  as  a 
pillar  and  buhvark  of  the  truth,  in  the  house  of 
God,"  he  styles  it,  "  the  Church  of  the  living 
Godf  meaning  thereby,  the  incarnate  "  God, 
who  was  manifested  in  the  flesh,"  &c.  1  Tim.  in. 
\5,  16,  "  in  whom  was  ///e,"  John  i.  4;  "  the  re- 
surrection and  the  life,"  John  xi.  25 ;  "  having 
life  in  himself"  equally  with  the  Father,  John  v. 
26;  and  who,  in  his  last  glorious  manifestation  to 
his  beloved  disciple,  styled  himself"  the  first,  and 
the  last,  and  the  living — living  for  evermore, 
Amen."  Rev.  i.  18;  who  was  "  the  ever  living 
Redeemer^'  of  Job,  xix.  25,  and  of  the  Patriarchs, 
from  the  first  ages  of  the  world. 

And  the  received  reading,  though  absolute  in 
form,  T8  &£8,  must  be  understood  relatively,  by  a 
usual  ellipsis  of  the  pronoun,  for  t«  S^eb  vixm,  "  our 
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Qod*"  namelvr  "  our  great  God^  and  Saviour^ 
Jesus  Christ.'"  Tit.  ii.  13.  This  is  irrefragably 
proved  by  Bishop  Pearson  on  the  Creed,  Art.  If. 
p.  1^9,  130.  Of  whose  masterly  but  concise  ar- 
gument, the  following  is  an  abstract  and  explana- 
nation. 

"  But  this  God  {Acts  xx.  2H)  may  and  must  be 
understood  of  Christ,  It  maij,  because  he  hath 
— it  must,  because  no  other  person  which  is  called 
God,  hath  so  purchased  the  Church.  We  were 
not  redeemed  with  corruptible  things,  as  silver  and 
gold,  but  with  the  precious  blood  of  Christ,  1  Pet. 
i.  18,  19.  Il^ith  this  price  we  were  bought^  1 
Cor.  vi.  20 ;  and,  therefore,  it  may  well  be  said, 
that  Christ  our  God,  hath  purchased  us  ivith  his 
oivn  blood. 

*'  But  no  other  person  which  is,  or  is  called 
God,  can  be  said  so  to  have  purchased  us,  because 
it  is  an  act  belonging  properly  to  the  mediator- 
ship ;  and  there  is  but  one  Mediator  between  God 
and  man,  1  Tim.  ii.  5.  And  the  Church  is  sa7iC' 
iified  through  the  offering  of  the  body  of  Jesus, 
once  for  all,  Heb.  x.  10.  Nor  can  the  expres- 
sion of  this  act  peculiar  to  the  Son,  be  attributed 
to  the  Father;  because  this  blood  signifieth  death  : 
and  though  the  Father  be  omnipotent,  and  can  do 
all  things,  yet  He  cannot  die,  [who  only  hath  im- 

*  It  was  so  uiulerstood  by  Ignatius,  Artthas,  Sic,  See 
the  foregoing  citations. 

■\  It  was  so  xinderstoorl  by  the  Vlth  General  Council, 
canon  iii.  cited  by  IVctsttin  above. 
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mortality.  1  Tim.  vi.  ]6.]  And  though  it  might 
be  said  that  He  purchased  us,  because  He  gave 
his  Son  to  be  a  ransom  for  us  [John  iii.  16;  Matt. 
XX.  28  ;J  yet  it  cannot  be  said  that  He  did  it  by  liis 
own  blood  ;  for  then  it  would  follow,  that  He  gave 
not  his  Son  :  or  that  the  Son  and  the  Father  were 
the  same  person.  Beside,  it  is  very  observable, 
fhat  this  particular  phrase  of  i^m  alfjux,  his  own 
blood,  is  in  the  Scripture,  put  by  way  of  opposi- 
tion, to  ocit^ac  aXXoTgjGv,  the  blood  oj  another  :  [Heb. 
ix.  12 — 25.]  And  howsoever  we  may  attribute 
the  acts  of  the  Son  to  the  Father,  because  sent  by 
Him;  [1  John  iv.  9,  lOj  yet  we  cannot  but  ac- 
knowledge, that  the  blood  and  death  was  of  ano^ 
ther  than  the  Father  [namely  Christ:']  "  Not 
with  the  blood  of  goats  and  calves,  but  with  his 
axon  blood,  he  entered  into  the  sanctuary  o?ice 
for  all  {s(poc7ru^) — Not  that  he  should  offer  him- 
self often  {-jroKKaKis)  as  the  High  Priest  entereth  into 
the  sanctuary  €ve7y  year  with  the  blood  of  others. 
Christ  appeared  07ice  (a^ra^)  to  put  away  sin  by 
the  sacrifice  of  himself,  Heb.  ix.  12 — 26.  He 
then,  which  purchased  us,  wrought  it  by  his  ow7i 
blood,  as  a  High  Priest  opposed  to  the  Aaroiiical, 
who  made  atonement  by  the  blood  of  others :  but 
the  Father  taketh  no  priestly  office  ;  neither  could 
He  be  opposed  to  the  legal  High  Priest,  as  not 
dying  himself,  but  giving  another.  Wherefore, 
wheresoever  the  Father  and  the  Son  are  described 
together  as  working  the  salvation  of  man,  the 
blood  by  which  it  is  wrought  is  attributed  to  the 


C     122    ) 

Son,  not  to  the  Father  :  as  when  St.  Paul  speaketh 
of  the  redemption  that  is  in  Jesus  CJirist ;  xcJwm 
God  hath  set  forth  to  be  a  propitiation,  through 
faith  in  his  blood  {aurn)  to  declare  his  own  righ- 
teous7iess  (^avm^  for  i%vr>i)  Rom.  iii.  25. — "  His 
own  righteousness"  hath  reference  to  God  the 
Father;  but  "  his  blood,'"  [corresponding  to  "  his 
own  blood,'"'  Acts  xx,  28.]  must  be  referred  to 
Christ  the  Son — because  it  cannot  be  attributed  to 
the  Father.  "  It  is  [further]  observable,  that  the 
author  of  the  Racovian  Catechism,  in  his  answer 
to  this  place  of  Scripture,  doth  never  make  the 
least  mention  of  tJjov,  or  propriwn,  but  only  affirms 
that  "  the  blood  of  Christ  may  be  called  the  blood 
of  the  Fathe?\"  (and  totidem  verbis,  did  Socinus 
answer  JVickus  before)  but  in  his  whole  answer, 
concealed  the  force  of  '^»ov ;  m  hereas  the  strength 
of  our  argument  lies  in  these  words,  Jia  tb  i^jh 
aW?©-,  or  as  more  emphatically  expressed,  lia.  t« 
•IpiaT©-  T8  /Ji8."     Pearson,  p.  129,  note. 

And  to  evade  the  force  of  this  argument,  we 
may  add,  that  JVakeJield  strangely  interprets  t«  iJ»a 
«I/xaT®'  here,  "  his  own  Son.''  Because  in  the 
heathen  classics,  blood  sometimes  denotes  off- 
spring. 

Projice  tela  manu,  sanguis  meus  !  iEneid.  vi,  836. 

Thus  rashly  adopting  "  erroneous  doctrines,  and 
impious  conceptions  of  the  Deity,"  while  he  affects 
to  avoid  them. 

Griesbach  also  objects,  that  "  the  context  cri- 


(     123    ) 

tically  distinguishes  the  Father  by  the  term  ©sor, 
and  the  Son  by  w^i@^,  in  the  19,  21,  24,  25,  27, 
32,  35,  'verses  of  this  chapter  ;  and,  therefore,  the 
same  distinction  is  to  be  observed  in  this  28th 
verse." 

But  we  can  see  good  reason  for  the  received 
reading:    y(.v^io<;   may   be   ambiguously   applied   to 
(jrod  or  Man  ;  whereas,  the  grand  mystery  of  our 
redemption  requires  that  the  divinity  of  the  great 
Author  and  Finisher  of  our  faith,  should  be  un- 
equivocally expressed,  as  it  is  by  the  term  ©ea.   And 
hence,  we  may  presume,  the  phrase,  sKx^ioffja  t«  ©£», 
*'  the  Church  of  God^'  prevails  throughout  the 
New  Testament ;  it  occurs  in  ten  other  places  of 
St.  PauFs  Epistles,   namely,    1   Cor.  i.  2  ;  x.  32 ; 
xi.    16,  22;  XV.   9;  2   Cor.  i.    1;  Gal.  i.   13;   1 
Thess.  ii.  14;  2  Thess.  i.  4  ;   1  Tim.  iii.  5  ;  (this 
last  passage  bears  a  strong  analogy  to  1  Tim.  iii. 
15,  and  confirms  the  foregoing  interpretation  of 
©£8  ^(wvT©..)     On  the  contrary,  the  phrase  sxxXiKua 
T8  xy§i8  occurs  no  where  in  the  New  Testament*. 
This  argument  seems  to  be  decisive  in  support  of 
the  received  reading.     How  its  force  could  have 
escaped  Griesbach,  is  passing  strange ! 

*  The  phrase  tx-^viaia  ra  y.j/jjis,  usually  rendered  '*  the  con- 
gregation of  the  Lord;"  occurs  frequently  in  the  Septuagint 
Version  of  the  Old  Testament,  Numb.  xvi.  3  ;  xxvii.  17,  &c. 
and  might  from  thence  have  crept  into  the  text,  as  Griesbach 
himself  notices,  though  not  with  approbation.  Might  not 
the  phrase  s>cxA»i<7ta  m  Ssa,  be  preferred  in  the  New  Testament, 
as  founded  on  a  new  and  better  covenant  ?  John  i.  1&,  ]7. 
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To  evade  this  argument,  however,  he  objects, 
that  "  the  phraseology,  in  the  disputed  text,  is  not 
PauVs  but  Lukts.'" 

Cut,  surely,  the  whole  discourse  is  attributed  io 
St.  Paul,  and,  therefore,  is  likely  to  be  given  in  his 
own  words.  Besides,  Luke's  phraseology  is  differ- 
ent ;  in  two  and  twenty  places  at  least,  he  uses  the 
expression,  ^  ExxX'/i^ia^  "  the  Church,''  absolutely. 
Had  he  followed  his  own  phraseology,  he  would 
probably  have  written,  mt  sKuX-naiicv,  h  o  xv^i^ 
^eptsTtotmaa.To  ^la  t«  aI/:xaT@-  aCxH,  as  acutely  remarked 
by  Nolan,  p.  255. 

Dr.  Carpenter,  also,  objects  to  the  received 
translation  of  ittpnTioiri'jxro^  '■'purchased,'''  and  pre- 
fers "  acquired  or  gained.'"  Unitarianism,  See. 
315.  But  the  former  is  more  appropriate.  And, 
accordingly,  it  is  retained  even  by  the  Unitarian 
version'^-T(no  mean  authority  with  his  school.) 
Which  likewise,  properly  enough,  renders  Xa®-  hs 
vrspiTToinrnv^  "  a  purchased  people.'"  1  Pet.  ii.  9. 
And  this  is  perfectly  conformable  to  the  whole 
tenor  of  Scripture,  which  represents  us  as  bought 
with  a  price,  1  Cor.  vi.  20,  and  that  price  was  the 
death  of  Christ ;  who  came  into  the  world,  as  the 
Son  of  Man,  to  give  his  Irfe  a  ransom  for 
many ;  Matt.  xx.  28  j  Mark  x.  45,  a  ransom  for 
all.  1  Tim.  ii.  5.  For  Chist  redeemed  (ti^ayopaasv) 
us  from  the  curse  of  the  law,  becoming  a  curse  for 

us.  Gal.  iii.  13. **  2'hou  y^ast  slain,  and  hast 

bought  us  to  God  (nyo^xaxs  tw  ©ew)  bi/  thy  blood, 
out  of  every  tribe  and  language,  and  people  anti 
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nation."  Rev.  v.  9.  In  this  luminous  passage, 
all  the  circumstances  of  an  actual  purchase  are 
enumerated,  namely,  the  price,  the  purchaser,  and 
to  whom  the  price  was  paid.  See  Na?'ess  excellent 
Remarks  on  the  Unitarian  Version,  p.  240 — 242, 
second  edition  *. 

Notwithstanding  this.  Dr.  Carpenter  still  con-i 

*  The  following  eloquent  passage,  is  furnished  by  a  learned 
and  dear  friend, — the  Rev.  Lancelot  S/uirpe. 

'*  Vonit  Redemtor,  et  dedit  pretium ;  fudit  sangui/ient 
suum,  emit  orhem  tenurum.  Qiiaeritis  quid  emerit  ?  Videte 
quid  dederit,  et  invenite  quid  enierit.  Sanguis  Christi  pre- 
tium  est.  Tanti  quid  valet  ?  Quid  nisi  totus  orbis  ?  quid, 
nisi  omnes  gentes  ?  Valdt  ingrati  sunt  pretio  suo,  aut  mul- 
tum  superbl  sunt,  qui  dicunt,  aut  illud  tarn  parvum  esse,  ut 
solos  ^^//os  emerit ;  aut  se  tmn  magnos  esse,  pro  qui  bus  solis 
illud  sit  datum.  Non.ergo  exsultent,  non  superbianl :  pro  toto 
dedit,  quantum  dedit.  Novit  quid  emerit,  quia  novit  quanti 
emcrit." — -Augustini  Enarratio  in  Psal.  xcv.  p.  1035.  Edit. 
Benedict.  Paris.  \6d,\. 

Which  may  be  thus  closely  translated: 

"  The  Redeemer  came,  and  gave  a  price ;  he  shed  his 
bhod,  and  purchased  the  world. — Do  ye  inquire  what  he  pur- 
chased ?  See  what  he  gave,  and  ye  will  find  wha..  he  pur* 
chased.  The  blood  of  Christ  is  the  price :  how  great  is  its 
value  ?  Surely,  no  less  than  the  whole  world  :  surely  no  less 
than  all  nations.  How  very  itvgratefid  then,  for  such  a  price 
as  his,  or  how  exceeding  proud,  are  they,  who  say,  either  that 
such  a  price,  is  so  little,  as  may  suffice  only  to  purchase  the 
Africans  (the  Donatists)  ;  or  that  they  are  so  great  themselveSt 
as  to  require  that  it  should  be  given  for  them  alone.  There- 
fore, let  them  not  exult,  let  them  not  overvalue  themselves: 
He  gave  for  the  whole  whatever  he  gave.  lie  knew  what  he 
purchased,  because  he  knew  for  how  much  he  purchased. 
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tends,  that  the  death  of  our  Saviour  was  a  price 
not  literally  but  figuratively  * ;  for  the  former 
would  imply  a  seller;  and,  assuredly,  (says  he,) 
we  were  not  bought  from  God,  but  to  God.''  p. 
322.  This  is  not  so  perfectly  certain  as  the 
Doctor  reckons :  undoubtedly,  our  lives  were  for- 
feited under  the  curse  of  the  law  :  to  whom  then 
was  the  price,  or  forfeit,  paid  ?  Not  "  to  Sataji^ 
to  whom  we  Avere  in  bondage,"  (according  ta 
Locke's  idle  notion,  adopted  by  some  Unitarians,) 
but  rather,  to  God  the  Father.  If  it  should 
seem  strange,  that  God  should  be  made  the  agent 
on  both  sides  ;  we  can  only  explain  it,  with  the 
judicious  Nares,  in  the  words  of  St.  Paul :  *'  Now 
all  things  are  of  God;  who  was  in  Christ, 
reconciling  the  zvorld  to  Himself;"  which  if  it 
does  not  satisfy  UnitarianSj  I  cannot  help  it." 
Remarks,  p.  245. 

Dr.  C.  however,  still  further  objects  to  the  lite- 
ral acceptation  of  a  price  or  purchase,  the  censure 

•  The  following,  is  the  excellent  remark  of  Archdeacon 
Dauhcmj,  Charge,  June,  1815,  p.  45.  deduced  from  Rev.  v. 
B' — "  The  real  fact  in  the  case  of  the  Unitarian  is  briefly 
this :  That  uneqiiivocal  and  overwhelming  evidence  which 
the  sacred  writings  bear  to  the  character  of  Christ,  as  the 
great  propitiatory  ransom  for  mankind  ;  so  decisive  of  the 
doctrine  which  the  Christian  maintains,  and  the  Unitarian 
unhappily  rejects;  bears  so  hard  against  bis  Antichristian 
system,  that  he  finds  no  other  way  to  get  clear  of  the 
difficulty,  than  to  hide  the  truth  under  a  veil  of  his-  own 
making,  by  placing  the  whole  subject  of  Rcdanptiun  in  a 
metaphorical  liu^ht." 
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applied  to  the  fahe  prophets  and  false  teachers 
of  the  latter  times,  ''  even  denying  the  Lord 
{haisornv)  that  bought  them,"  2  Pet.  ii.  1.  "  For, 
says  he,  "  the  appellation,  Izaitorns  Sovereign  Lord 
being  appropriate  to  God,  this  passage  vuist  be 
referred  to  Him.  Comp.  Exod.  xv.  IG;  Deut. 
xxxii.  6."    Unitarianism,  p.  322. 

Dr.  C.  is  too  peremptory :  the  expression  5£ff7ror*j?jj 
is  indeed  applied  to  the  Father,  Acts  iv.  24; 
Jude  4 ;  and,  perhaps,  to  the  Holy  Ghost,  Luke 
ii.  26 — 29;  Rev.  vi.  10  ;  but  it  cannot  be  applied 
to  any  other^than  the  So?i,  here,  without  either 
expressly  contradicting  Kev.  v.  9 ;  or  else,  unavoid- 
ably involving  us  in  Sabellianism,  identifying  the 
Father  with  the  Son  :  a  dilemma  from  which  we 
leave  Dr.  C.  to  extricate  himself,  if  he  can. 

C.)  The  received  reading  is  also  powerfully 
supported  by  Griesbach's  Canons  of  Criticism, 
which  we  shall  endeavour  to  establish,  illustrate, 
and  vindicate,  even  against  himself. 

The  following  canon  cited  by  him,  as  urged  in 
favour  of  the  received  reading,  p.  116,  is  ably 
collected  fiom  his  own  Prolegomena,  p.  Ixi.  Reg. 
2—7. 

"  That  various  reading  ought  to  be  preferred  to 
all  the  rest,  which  is  more  unusual,  difficult,  and 
harsh,  and  is  apparently  false ;  such  as  this, 
which  TO  God  attributes  bloods 

To  this  he  weakly  objects,  "  This  critical  canon 
is  to  be  understood  of  a  difficult  and  unusual  read- 
ing which  is  supported  by  the  authority  of  some 


(     128    ) 

grave  and  ancient  nitnesses  at  least."  But  surely 
the  received  reading  ^ew,  is  supported  by  a  grave 
and  ancient  uitness,  the  Vatican  MS.  B.  And 
tliis  one  is  sufficient  to  establish  it,  when  combined 
with  its  intrinsic  goodness  (Canon  I.  parti.  Proleg. 
p.  lix.J  upon  his  own  principles  :—  For,  *'  It  may 
happen  (says  he)  that  a  particular  reading  may  be 
illumined  with  so  many  internal  indications  of 
excellence,  as  to  be  sufficiently  supported  by  two 
witnesses,  provided  they  belong  to  different  classes 
or  families  ;  nay  even  by  a  single  witness."  Proleg. 
p.  Ixi.  note. 

He  next,  in  the  following  sentence,  incon- 
sistentl}/  endeavours  to  invalidate  the  application 
of  the  rule  to  the  case  before  us. 

'*  Besides,  in  the  age  in  which  the  surviving 
manuscripts  were  written^  the  formula  in  question 
(the  blood  of  God)  was  not  absolutely  unusual ; 
nor  did  it  appear  to  be  Jiarsli  or  false,  to  most 
Catholics :  they  were  rather  pleased  with  such 
paradoxes  (oxjjmoris)  and  frequently  reckoned 
the  tisc  of  them  as  an  indubitable  mark  and  test  of 
then-  Orthodoxy.''  And  he  afterwards  invidiously 
contrasts  their  conduct,  with  that  of  the  earlier 
Fathers ;  "  some  of  whom,  says  he,  and  among 
them  Athanasius  himself,  contr.  ApoUinar. 
denied  that  a\ixx  ^£»,  was  read  in  the  Scriptures." 
And  he  endeavours  to  confirm  this,  by  "  the 
silence  of  the  Orthodox  Divines  respecting  this 
phrase,  in  their  controversies  with  the  Heretics.'' 
But  this  surely  is  contradicted  by  the  appeals  of 


(     1!^9     ) 

the  early  Fathers  thereto,  Ignatius,  TertulUan, 
&c.  and  by  the  co\yx\iev-\.es\\mov\y  oi  Athanasim 
himself,  to  the  reading  ^e«,  as  noticed  before. 

The  received  reading  is  confirmed  also  by  the 
latter  branch  of  Griesbach's  first  Canon  of  Criti- 
cism, Proleg.  p.  lix. 

"  0)\  That  reading  is  to  be  preferred,  which 
is  of  such  a  nature,  that  supposing  it  to  be  the 
pi'imitive,  it  may  be  easily  understood  how  all  the 
rest  might  have  been  derived  from  it ;  either  by 
the  mistake  of  transcribers,  or  by  the  impertinent 
officiousness  (inepta  sedulitatej  of  scribes,  gram- 
marians, commentators,  or  ciitics." 

And  the  best  application  of  these  two  Canons 
of  Criticism,  to  the  case  in  question,  is  furnished 
by  a  master- critic,  the  learned  professor  Alichaelis, 
IMaish's  Translat.  Vol.  I.  p.  Q'oG. 

"  Of  the   following  different   readings,    (Acts 

XX.    28)    &£8,    Xfgi8,     y^ClS^y     XV^IH   S'SH,     S-EB    Xat     XV^itSy     XVqUi 

x«t  &e8,  the  first  is  probably  the  true  reading,  and 
all  the  other  are  to  be  considered  as  correctio?is 
or  scholia  :  because  ^eb  might  easily  give  occasion 
to  a)iy  of  these ;  whereas  iwne  could  so  easily  give 
occasion  lo  ^ea.  If  St,  Luke  wrote  ^sa,  the  origin 
of  xy§iB  and  5C§»9»  may  be  explained  either  as  cor- 
rections of  the  text,  or  as  marginal  notes  ;  because 
*  the  blood  of  God'  is  a  'cery  extraordinary  ex- 
pression ;  but  if  he  had  written  xy§j8,  it  is  incon- 
ceivable how  any  one  should  alter  it  into  &£». 
And  on  this  latter  supposition,  \S.vq  great  number 
VOL.  ir.  ic 
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of  various  readings  is  inexplicable.  It  seems  as  if 
different  transcribers  had  found  a  difficulty  in  the 
passage,  and  that  each  corrected  according  to  his 
own  Judgment." 

The  progress  of  these  corrections,  is  thus  saga- 
ciously traced  by  Beza,  in  his  note  on  the  passage. 
"  1  suspect,  that  at  the  beginning,  r«  xygi«  was 
written  in  the  marghi,  by  some  one  who  so  ex- 
plained the  word  ra  ^ew,  against  the  /Uiihropomor- 
phites ;  in  order  that  Paul  might  not  appear  to 
attribute  blood  to  the  Divinitii  itself.  And  then, 
when  this  had  crept  into  the  text^  and  the  expres- 
fcions,  xt'^iH  ^E8  [or  &£«  j<y§t«]  did  not  seem  to 
cohere  well  together,  the  particle  x«.  was  inter- 
posed between  both," — *'  to  signify,"  according  to 
JMill,  "  that  the  Church  \vas  God's;  but  the 
blood  by  which  it  was  purchased,  the  Lord's.'' 

And  this  xar'iety  of  readings,  we  may  further 
observe,  tends  strongly  to  augment  the  testimony 
of  the  primary  class  of  manuscripts  that  furnish 
the  received  reading  &e«.  For  the  variable  classes 
invalidate  their  own  separate  testimonies,  by  differ- 
ing from  each  other ;  while  they  all  confirm  the 
first  and  true  reading,  either  by  recording  it,  or 
in  fact,  as  springing  out  of  it. 

If  then,  the  internal  evidence  and  Cunofis  of 
Cj'iticism  are  not  only  decisive,  to  support  the 
received  reading  &£«,  and  to  reject  the  rest;  but 
even  to  strengthen  the  testimony  of  the  vianu- 
iicripts*m  its  favour,    and   thereby  the  ejiternal 
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e'cidence  in  general,  %ve  seem  abundantly  warranted 
to  assert  "  unhesitatingly/'  in  opposition  to  Messrs. 
Griesbach,  Carpenter,  and  Co.  with  equal,  and 
we  trust,  better-founded  confidence. — *'  Paul  cer- 
ta'mly  spoke,  and  Luke  wrote,  ^e«  and  not  xygta." 


r<.  2 


LETTER  XL 

Extensive  Controversy  about  tne  celebrated  text,  1  John  v, 
7,  8. — Received  reading  of  tlie  disputed  clause,  and  part 
excluded  by  Griesbach. — 1.  Evidence  of  Greek  MSS.— 
2.  Evidence  oi  Standard  editions. — Of  the  Complutensian.— 
Erasmus. — Stephens, — Bcza. — Controversy  about  the  ac- 
curacy of  the  position  oi  Stephens's  semicircle,  in  the  dis- 
puted clause.— Testimony  of  Stephens's  Latin  Trstament, 
against  it. — Facility  of  mistake  in  this  case.— Evidence  of 
Crispins  Tcstiiment,  for  it — rejected-~second  evidence  of 
Bcza's — rejected. — Persecutions  of  Stephens  by  the  Sor- 
bofine. — Portraits  of  Fursun  and  Gibbon. — Vindication  of 
Stephens's  moral  honesty,  against  his  advocate,  Travis. — 
Of  Henri/  Stephens  Scholarship,  against  Wdstcin. — Third 
evidence  ui  Calvin's  in  his  note  on  the  passage; — irre- 
levant.— Decisive  evidence  of  the  Codex  Vatabli  against 
Stephens. — Double  vindication  of  Stephens. — His  character, 
and  numerous  publications. 

W  E  are  arrived,  at  length,  in  the  course  of  this 
arduous  and  elaborate  investigation,  at  that  cele- 
brated and  most  disputed  text,  1  John  v.  7,  8 ;  in 
the  attack  and  defence  of  which,  the  most  srin'an- 
tic*  efforts  of  genius^   lt:anii?ig,    and  industrij, 

*  "  I  contemplate,"  says  Bishop  Middkton,  "  with  admi- 
ration and  delight,  the  gigantic  exertions  of  intellect  employed 
in  the  rejection  of  this  controverted  passage," — On  the  Greek 
article,  p.  6'53.  For  "  rejection,"  I  would  substitute  "  dis- 
cussion ;" — and  so  will  the  author,  probably,  on  second 
thoughts,  in  another  edition,  should  these  remarks  reach 
him  at  Calcutta. 
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have  been  exerted  ;  ever  since  the  commencement 
of  the  age  of  free  inquiry  in  matters  of  sacred 
criticism,  at  the  blessed  era  of  the  Reformation, 
down  to  the  present  day.  Among  its  foremost 
champions,  we  hail  JCimenes,  Erasmus,  StephenSy 
Beza,  Calvin,  Mill,  and  Bengelius,  all  distin- 
guished editors  of  the  sacred  text ;  and  those  pro- 
found scholars  and  critics,  Bishops  Pearson,  Bully 
Eugenius,  Horsley,  and  Burgess;  Ernesti, 
Travis,  Nolan,  Valpy,  &c.  &c.  Among  its  lead- 
ing assailants,  we  see  J  Vet  stein,  Griesbachy  Mat- 
thai,  and  Bowyer ;  Porson  and  Marsh ;  Sir 
Isaac  Neti'tou,  Clarke,  Benson,  and  Gibbon,  and 
the  Socinian  and  Unitarian  schools. 

Of  the  assailants,  the  most  considerable,  un- 
questionably, is  Griesbach,  who  has  given  the 
substance  of  the  principal  arguments  used  by  his 
predecessors,  to  prove  the  spuriousness  of  the 
text,  in  his  Diatribe  or  Dissertation,  at  the  end 
of  his  second  volume  of  the  N.  T.  in  a  moderate 
compass.  And  I  will  candidly  confess,  that  on 
the  first  perusal,  soon  after  its  publication,  I  be- 
came a  convert  to  his  opinion :  but  a  more  careful 
and  critical  review  of  his  argument,  a  fuller  enquiry 
into  the  evidence  adduced  on  both  sides,  have 
led  me,  on  maturer  consideration,  to  retract  that 
opinion;  and  to  embrace  with  assurance  the  belief 
of  the  authenticity  and  integi^ity  of  the  received 
text.  As  nothing  is  more  disagreeable  and  dis- 
tressing to  ingenuous  minds,  than  a  state  of  doubt 
and  imcertainty,  "  halting  between  two  opinions;" 
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I  am  desirous  to  submit  to  the  Public  at  large, 
the  result  of  these  Ss^Te^ai  ip^ovtiSe?,  or  "  secojid 
thoughts,''  on  this  most  abstruse  and  intricate 
question,  with  all  possible  plainness  and  perspi- 
cuity :  not  without  indulging  a  fond  hope,  that  it 
may  eventually  contribute  to  settle  their  faith, 
likewise. 

In  all  the  vulgate  editions  the  text  runs  thus : 

Ver.  7«  *Ot»  Tgejy  eisiv  61  ^ocprvquyrei  [ev  tw  H^avw,  o 
Jlarvip  xai  o  A07©'  xa»  to  ayiav  YIvsvuloc'  xoci  «toi  oI  rqsis 
iv  EJffJ.  8.  Kaj  T§Eif  fJffiv  oI  ixaprvqnvTti  £v  rrt  yri,']  to 
7:veufJi,cx.  xaj  to  uSajp  xa»  to  altxa'  xai  oI  t^ej?  eu  to  Iv  ejujv. 

The  clause  contained  within  the  brackets,  is 
that  which  Griesbach  has  excluded  from  the  text, 
in  his  second  edition.  For  which  he  assigns  the 
following  reasons  :  beginning  with 

a)  the  external  evidence. 

1.  Greek  JNIanuscripts. 

Deducting  several  manuscripts  that  are  either 
mutilated,  or  imperfect  in  this  place,  he  counts 
146,  that  omit  the  clause,  as  collated  either  by 
himself,  or  by  others  ;  namely,  Simon,  JFetstein, 
Matthai,  Blanchini,  Birch,  Lamy,  Porsoii, 
Marsh,  Clarke,  Goldhagen,  Sinner,  and  Travis ; 
and  he  thus  closes  the  account : 

"  I  may  venture  to  assert  confidently,  that 
there  is  no  Greek  manuscript,  eatant  in  Europe, 
in  which  the  seventh  verse  is  read.  For  if  such 
was  any  where  found,    a  treasure  so  rare,    and 
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desirable  would  have  been  brought  to  light  long 
ago." 

But  of  these  146  manuscripts,  there  are  no 
more  than  two,  of  the  oldest  class,  namely,  the 
Ale.randrine  A,  and  the  Vatican  B,  that  omit  the 
clause;  for  the  Ephrcm  C,  is  muiilated  in  this 
place,  and  the  Cambridge  D,  the  Laudian  E, 
and  Coislinian  F,  do  not  contain  the  Catholic 
Epistles.  The  rest  are  comparatively  modern ; 
pone,  probably,  older  than  the  ninth  century,  and 
many  of  much  later  date. 

The  entire  number  of  manuscripts,  wholly  or 
partly  collated  hitherto,  does  not  much  exceed 
400  * ;  and  these  bear  but  a  small  pro[)ortion  to 
those  that  have  not  been  collated  in  the  several 
libraries  oi  Europe.  There  are  many  manuscripts 
in  uncial  letters,  in  the  different  libraries  of  Itali/, 
which  have  never  been  collated.  Of  the  numbers 
in  the  Vatican  library,  only  thirty-four  have  been 
collated.  And  since  the  death  of  Assemaii,  the 
celebrated  Orientalist  and  Librarian  of  the  Vatican, 
the  difficulty  of  access  to  the  manuscripts  is  so 
great,  as  to  make  it  almost  impossible  for  a  critic 
to  derive,  at  present,  any  advantage  from  them. 
It  is  strictly  forbidden,  not  only  to  copy,  but  even 

*  Grieshach  reckons  the  manuscripts  einpluyed  in  Iiis  New 
Tostamcnt,  about  400,  Prolcj^.  p,  Ivii.  and  Marsh,  in  his 
valuable  notes  to  MichatUii's  New  Testament,  vol.  ii.  p.  827- 
reckons  the  total  ainuurit  of  those  dcscnl)al  by  his  author 
urid  himself,  46^^. 
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to  collate  them.  In  the  year  1783,  the  Abb6 
Spoktti  presented  a  memorial  to  the  Pope,  re- 
questing permission  to  print  the  whole  of  the 
celebrated  Codex  Vatkanus.  He  was  referred, 
according  to  the  usual  routine,  to  the  Inquisition; 
■whose  permission  was  refused,  under  the  plea, 
that  "  the  Codex  Vaticamis  differed  from  the 
Vulgate,  and  might,  therefore,  if  made  known  to 
the  public,  be  prejudicial  to  the  interests  of  the 
Christian  reiioion." 

o 

In  the  Florence  library  alone,  are  at  least  a 
thousand  Greek  manuscripts  of  the  New  Testa- 
ment, two  of  which  are  of  the  Apocalypse ;  of 
these  only  twenty-four  have  been  collated. 

In  the  Royal  Library  of  Paris  *,  are  202  ma- 
nuscripts, of  which  only  49  have  been  collated. 
See  Marsh's  Notes  to  Michaelis,  Vol.  II.  p. 
6"42— 647. 

Griesbach,  therefore,  has  hazarded  an  unguard- 
ed, and  unfounded  assertion,  even  with  respect  to 
the  Libraries  of  Europe.  And  how  many  ancient 
and  valuable  manuscripts  may  lie  buried  in  the 
Libraries  of  Co?2stantinople,  it  is  impossible  to 
judge.  That  there  are  many,  indeed,  appears 
from  the  accounts  given  by  the  Abb6  Toderini,  in 
his  Letteratura  Turchesca,   published  at  Venice 

in  1787,  in  3  vols.  8vo. The  Fope  and  the 

Mufti  are  equally  adverse  to  the  publication  of 

*  It  is  well  described  by  Griesbach  : — Parisinus  iste  Libro- 
rum  raanuscriptorum  oceanus.     Proleg.  p.  xix.  note. 
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hidden  "  treasure  so  rare,  and  so  desirable,"  to  tiie 
Christian  world. 

And  from  their  history/,  the  omission  of  the 
clause,  in  A  and  B,  may  naturally  enough  be 
accounted  for.  Neither  of  these  manuscripts  are 
older  than  the  fourth,  fifth,  or  sixth  century,  accord- 
ing to  JVetstein,  MichacUs,  Griesbach,  fVoide, 
and  Marsh.  '1  hey  were  written,  therefore,  sub- 
sequent to  the  prevalence  of  the  Arian  heresy  in 
the  Greek  Church,  for  forty  years,  from  the  death 
oi  Const ariiiuc  tlie  Great,  A.  D.  537,  to  the  ac- 
cession of  Theodosiiis  the  Great,  A.  D.  379,  during 
the  reigns  of  Co?ista?itine  II.  Constans,  Julian 
the  Apostate,  and  Valcns.  And  that  the  Arians 
then  adulterated  the  received  text  in  some  places, 
is  highly  probable :  we  are  warranted  to  infer  this, 
from  the  charge  brought  against  Atluuiasius,  m 
the  Council  of  Tyre,  A.  D.  355,  that  Maearius, 
one  of  his  clergy,  broke  into  the  chancel  (^^Jjaa. 
r«oiov)  o^  Ischijras,  one  of  the  /irian  faction,  over- 
turned the  holy  table,  broke  the  mystical  cup,  and 
also  burned  the  holy  Bibles,  (t«  Uqa  fii^Xix  Kurmwac) 
Socrat.  Hist.  Eccl.  Lib.  1.  cap.  xxvii.  p.  64,  or 
Nolan,  p.  lo3.  During  this  entire  period,  the 
Arians  persecuted  the  Catholics,  with  the  utmost 
intolerance.  In  the  Covmcil  of  Constantinople, 
A.  1).  336,  Athanasius  was  banished  to  Gaul ; 
in  the  Council  of  Alexandria,  A.  D.  340,  Atha- 
nasius \\2l?>  censured,  and  in  that  of  y^////oc//,  A.D. 
341,  Athanasius  was  deposed.  But  soon  after, 
in  the  Council  of  Sardica,  in  Illyricu7n,  A.D. 
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347,  Athanasius  was  vindicated,  and  the  Arians 
condemned.  A  schism  then  took  place  between 
the  Greek  and  Latin  Churches,  the  former  siding 
with  the  AriafiSy  the  latter  with  the  Ailianasians. 
And  during  the  remainder  of  that  turbulent  period, 
counter-councils  were  frequently  held,  by  the  par- 
tizans  of  each  side,  until  the  Council  of  y/^^ioc//, 
A.  D.  3^3,  when  the  Avian  Bishops,  at  length, 
adopted  the  Nicene  Creed. 

From  the  long  enmity  and  rivalship  that  swh- 
sisted  between  £w*e/'/i^,s,  Bishop  of  Cte.?fi?re«,  and 
Athanasius,  even  from  the  Council  oi Nice,  A.  D. 
325,  we  may  reasonably  infer  that  there  was  a 
difference  between  the  Origeniaji  or  Eusebiafif 
and  the  Athanasian  editions  ;  and  that  the  latter 
was  more  conformable  to  the  xojw)  £)tSo(Tjf,  or  Vul- 
gate Greek  edition  which  prevailed  in  the  Latin 
Church. 

If  then  the  manuscripts  A  and  B,  followed  the 
Palestine  Recension,  in  preference  to  the  I  ^  est  em  ^ 
in  this  place ;  they,  and  their  successors,  the  later 
Greek  manuscripts,  even  of  the  Moscow  class, 
might  all  want  this  text ;  which  might  have  been 
either  casually  omitted,  or  designedly  expunged, 
in  their  original  Palestine  exemplars. 

This  scantiness  of  manuscript  evidence  is, 
therefore,  to  be  supplied  by  the  Codices  Critici, 
of  the 

2.   STANDARD    EDITIONS. 

The  first  standard  edition,  the  Complutensian, 
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fornishes   the  following   variety  of  the  disputed 
text. 

Kai  TO  TTviUfj.x  £9*  TO  (jiapTu^HV,  on  TiJ  wvgf/xa  eu  4 
tikyi^eix.  ciTi  T^Ejf  iiaiv  Oi  /xa/3Ty§HVTEr- — £v  Tw  M^ava',  o 
Vamp  icui.1  0  Xoyoj  xat  to  ayiov  'nvivu.a,  xtxi  ol  t§mj  Bf  to  ev 
tt(Ti.  Kai  r^«y  bjiv  oI  fAatprv^ayres  ettj  ttij  7'/)J — to  TTVEf/xa 
jcii  TO  J^a;p  xati  to  «i/jux'  ei  Tnv  (/.a^rvpixv,  &C. 

This  diti'ers  from  the  received  text,  in  the 
omission  of  ^toj,  before  r|«y,  in  the  8th  verse ;  in 
the  insertion  of  to,  before  iv ;  in  reading  e-tti  t^jj  711J, 
instead  of  sv  Tri  y-^ ;  and  in  the  omission  of  the  last 

clause  na.1  el  T^Hf  HS  TO  Iv  «5iV. 

Griesbach  moots  the  point :  "  Whence  did  the 
CoiiipluteniiGii  editors  derive  this  text  of  theirs  ? 
Whether  did  they  translate  from  Latin  copies  into 
Greek?  Or  procure  for  themselves  a  Greek  ma- 
nuscript exhibiting  that  passage  ?" 

To  these  questions  we  will  answer  more  directly 
and  pertinently,  than  Griesbach  has  done  : 

They  did  not  translate  from  Latin  copies  into 
Greek;  for  the  only  Latin  copy  they  acknowledged 
as  authority,  was  the  Vulgate,  which  they  ad- 
joined fairly,  in  the  lateral  column,  as  follows, 
taken  from  the  Complulensian  itself:  "  Et  Spiritus 
est  qui  testificatur  quoniam  Xgj  est  Veritas.  Quo- 
niam  tres  sunt  qui  testimonium  dant  in  coelo, 
Pater,  Verbum,  et  Sj)iritus  sanctus,  ct  hi  tres  unum 
sunt.  Et  ties  sunt  qui  testimonium  dant  in  terra, 
spus  aqua  ct  sanguis,  bi  testimonium  hominum 
accipimus,"  &c. 

13ut  the  Greek  differs  from  this,   1.  In  substi- 
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tuting  ttTi'cvy.x  for  X§f,  the  abbreviation  of  Christ  us; 
2.  In  omitting  the  proper  rendering  of  hiy  namely 
itroi;  and  3.  In  misrendering  mium  sunt^  sn -^^  h 
£j(T«v.  This  last  variety,  in  particular,  they  could 
not  have  derived  from  the  Latin;  therefore,  of 
necessity,  they  7fmst  have  derived  it  from  some 
Greek  manuscript;  either  the  Rhodiar?,  or  some 
others. 

But  it  may  well  be  asked,  how  are  we  to  ac- 
count for  the  omission  of  the  latter  clause,  us  to  ey 
Stat,  in  the  Cojtiplutensian  edition  ? 

The  editors  themselves,  have  accounted  for 
this,  in  the  following  marginal  note,  on  the 
place. 

Sanctus  Thomas  in  expositione  secundse  decre- 
talis  de  summa  Trinitate  et  fide  Catholica,  trac- 
tans  istum  passum  contra  Abbatem  Joachim,  ut 
ires  sufit  qui  testimonium  dant  in  calo,  Pater 
Verbum  et  Spiritus  sanctus :  dicit  ad  literam, 
verba  sequentia — *'  Et  ad  insinuandum  unitatem 
trium  personarum  subditur:  et  hi  tres  loium  sunt. 
Quod  quidem  dicitur  propter  essentia;  unitatem. 
Sed  hoc  Joachim  perverse  trahere  volens,  ad  uni- 
tatem charitatis  et  co7isensus  inducebat  conse- 
quentem  auctoritatem  :  Nam  subditur  ibidem,  et 
tres  sunt  qui  testimonium  dant  in  terra.  Spi- 
ritus aqua  et  sanguis.  Et  in  quibusdam  libris 
additur,  et  hi  tres  unum  sunt.  Sed  hoc  in  xeris 
exemplaribus  non  habetur :  sed  dicitur  esse  appo- 
situm  ab  hereiicis  Arianis  ad  pervertendum  in- 
tdlectum  sanum  auctoritatis  prjemiss^  de  unitate 
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essentice  trium  personaruni." — Hac,  beatus  Tho^ 
mnsy  ubi  supra. 

In  order  to  understand  this  note,  it  is  necessary 
to  premise  some  account  of  the  controversy  to 
which  it  relates. 

"  In  the  year  1215,  Pope  Innocent  III.  held  a 
general  Council  in  the  Later  an*  ;  in  which  was 
condemned  a  work  of  the  Abbot  Joachim,  who 
had  written  aaginst  Lombai^d  Archbishop  of  Paris, 
on  the  subject  of  the  Trinity.  In  the  acts  of  this 
Council,  which  were  written  originally  in  Latin, 
and  are  printed  in  Harduini  Acta  Conciliorum, 
torn.  vii.  p.  1 — 78,  the  two  verses,  1  John  v.  7, 
8.  were  quoted. — These  acts  were  translated  into 
Greek,  and  sent  to  the  Greek  Churches,  in  the 
hope  of  pronjoting  a  union  with  the  Latin,  which 
was  one  of  the  subjects  in  debate,  in  this  Lateran 
Council."     ATarsKs  Letters  to  Travis,  p.  xv. 

The  words  of  the  Acts  of  this  Council,  in  refer- 
ence to  these  two  verses,  are  as  follows  : 

Quemadmodum  in  Canonica  Joannis  epistolA 
legitur,  Quia  tres  sunt  qui  testimonium  dant  in 
Coslo,  Pater  Vcrbuin  et  Spirit  us  Sane  t  us  :  et  hi 
tres  unujJi  sunt.     Statimque  subjungitur,  Et  tres 

*  This  groat  Council  was  attended  by  the  Patriarchs  of 
Constant inuple,  and  Jerusaletn ;  and  by  the  proxies  oi  the 
Patriarchs  of  Antioch,  and  Akxandfia,  and  by  the  repre- 
sentatives of  the  Eastern  Churches;  whose  concurrence  in 
these  acts,  is  no  mean  proof  that  the  authenticity  of  the 
seventh  verse  wis  allowed  by  them,  in  the.  thirteenth  cen- 
tury. 
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su7it  qui  testlnionium  dant  in  terra,  Spiriius 
aqua  et  sanguis :  ct  trcs  unavi  sunt.  Sicut  in 
codicibus  quibusdam,  (scil.  Latinls)  invenitur. 
In  the  Greek  Translation,  which  is  printed  in  tlie 
adjacent  column,  (both  by  Harduin,  Concilia, 
lorn.  vii.  p.  18,  and  by  Mansi,  Concilia,  torn.  xxii. 
P-  984,)   these   Latin  words  are   thus  rendered, 

6v   T^OTTov   ev   Tri   Kavovtx'if)   m  Iwavva  ettis-qXi;]  avaytvwffxarat* 

*Ot<    Tgaif    EJfflV    ol     fXOcpTV^HVTET    EV    HpOCVO.",     l   TTUTinp   "KojiS    KUl 

'nvcVf/.x  ayjov*  xai  t«to»  (a  mistake  for  8toj)  o»  r^Etf  iv  eta-iv. 
Ey^yf  T£  <7r§os"(9''3liJi  . '  .   .  *  .    .  *  .    .  *  .   .  *  •    •  *  .  Ka&ws  ev  riffi 

KwSoi^  k'§KTKEra». — *'  I  havc  hcre  represented  this 
passage,"  says  Bishop  Mars/i,  "  e.vacllij  as  it 
stands  in  the  Greek  Acts ;  in  which  there  is  a 
chasm  between  'n^osn'^nm  and  x«^wy.  For,  as  verse 
8,  already  existed  in  the  Greek,  the  translator 
thought  it  unnecessary  to  produce  it."  P.  15.  How 
could  it  escape  the  notice  of  this  acute  critic,  that 
the  expression,  sicut  in  codicibus  quibusdani  inve- 
nitur ;"  30  far  from  being  '^  7;e?'j/  artful,''  as  he 
imagines,  are  an  honest  and  important  avowal,  on 
the  part  of  the  Council,  that  the  latter  clausule,  et 
tres  unum  sunt,  in  the  eighth  verse,  is  "  not 
suspicious,''  for,  though  omitted  in  the  Latin 
Vulgate  of  Jerome,  it  was  found  in  some  Latin 
MSS.  extant  in  their  time,  and  we  have  in  coniir- 
mation  thereof,  the  valuable  testimony  of  professor 
Porson,  that  *'  it  is  actually  found  in  twenty-nint 
Latin  MSS.  the  fairest,  the  oldest,  and  the  most 
correct  in  general. "     Letters,  p.  152. 

The  Coviplutensian  editors  therefore,  deferred 
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too  much  to  the  authority  of  Thomas  Aquinas^  and 
the  Latin  Vulgate;  (both  omitting  the  latter 
clausule  in  the  eighth  verse)  against  the  authority 
of  the  Lateran  Council,  and  the  Latin  MSS.  re- 
ferred to  in  their  acts ;  and  against  the  implied 
testimony  of  the  translator,  that  "  it  existed  in 
the  Greek  :'^  from  which  only,  the  Complutensian 
editors  could  have  derived  the  variety,  ui  ro  Iv  sict, 
which  they  improperly  transferred  to  the  seventh 
verse. 

Wc  entirely  concur  with  JFetstein,  Griesbac/i, 
Michaclis,  Marsh,  and  Porson,  however,  in  re- 
jecting the  testimony  of  the  Ravian,  or  Berlin 
MSS.  as  a  mere  copy  from  the  Complutensian 
edition,  both  in  character  and  text;  with  a  few 
variations  interspersed  to  cover  the  imposture. 
The  Rhodian  manuscript,  unhappily,  is  long  since 
lost,  as  well  as  the  other  Complutensian  Greek 
manuscripts,  noticed  in  a  former  Letter.  For 
their  testimony,  we  can  only  rely  at  present,  on 
the  reracity  of  the  editors  themselves :  which 
now  it  is  impossible  to  disprove. 

The  second  standard  edition,  is  the  third  of 
Erasmus.  This  furnishes  another  variety,  as 
follows : 

Kai  TO  Trvjy/xa  Eyi  to  (XxpTvpHVy  on  to  mMWixa  Efjv  aXr/S'cia. 
oTi  T^EJf  Eiffiv  ol  fxaprvpuvTi? — ev  tw  spaci/co,  irocrrtq,  Xoyof  xai 
vmvixa,  ayiov  xaj  «toi  6i  rpm  h  eiar  xai  r^stt  etaiv  o»  fxoLgrv- 
^MVTE?  EV  TIT)  710 — i^'JiVfjix,  xai  u^cij^,  xcti  a'ljxx'  xaj  ol  TqSiS  EJf 
TO  Jv  EKJIV.        E»  rrV  fJt'XpTUpiaVy  8cc. 

In  his  first  and  second  editions,  Erasmus  had 
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entirely  omitted  the  disputed  clause  ;  for  which  he 
was  severely  censured  both  by  Stunica  and  Zej/. 
In  his  apology  to  Zey,  he  pleaded  that  "  he  was 
not  authorized  to  insert  it  by  any  of  his  manu- 
scripts, of  which  he  possessed  more  than  seven j  at 
different  times." — Tantuni  illud  dicani,  mihi,  di- 
versis  temporibus,  plura  fuisse  e.vemplaria  quam 
septem,  nee  in  ullo  horuni  repertum  quod  nostris 
legitur — Addendi  de  meo,  quce  Gnecis  desunt, 
provinciam  non  suscepevam.  Erasm.  contra 
Leum,  p.  275.  By  "  nostris,''  he  meant  the  copies 
of  the  Latin  Vulgate.  And  when  he  did  insert  it 
in  his  third  edition,  he  candidly  stated  his  grounds 
for  so  doing,  in  his  apology  to  Stunica.  "  But, 
iiot  to  dissemble  any  thing  (veruntamen  ne  quid 
dissimulem)  a  Greek  manuscript  has  been  found 
in  England,  in  which  is  the  verse  that  is  want- 
ing in  the  Vulgate    jNISS.      It  is   written   thus: 

oT»  rpzn  cjffjv  ol  [jt,ceqrv^MVTii  ev  rco  Hpxvu  Yiarvi^y  Aoyo$ 
xai  ITvci'/xa  xat  hTOi  ol  rfsis  Iv  ejffiv.  Kai  rqsis  ektiv 
fMscpTv^uvTSi  EV  TT)  77],  TvivfJi.iX;  v^uf  xai  alfxa.  si  mv,  &C<. 

Although  I  know  not,  whether  it  has  happened  by 
accident,  that  the  clause  in  oitr  Greek  manuscripts, 
is  not  repeated,  xai  6i  t^ej?  sh  to  Iv  sktiv.  FrOm  this 
British  manuscript,  therefore,  we  have  replaced 
[in  the  third  edition]  what  was  said  to  be  wanting 
in  ours  [of  the  first  and  second]  to  give  ?io  cause 
for  calumny  to  any  one.  Although  I  suspect  even 
that  this  was  corrected  according  to  the  manu- 
scripts of  the  Latins.''  Erasm.  Opera.  Vol.  X. 
p.  3o3,  or  Travis's  Appendix,  No.  I.  who  cites  the 

YOL,  II.  h 
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passage  more  fully  than  Griesbach,  in  the  Dia- 
tribe, p.  [3.]  In  this  apology,  Erasmus  having 
carelessly  or  incorrectly  cited  the  passage,  omitting 
aym  before  mviuixoL,  and  ol  before  /xa^rt'^avTEf  the  se- 
cond, gave  room  to  imagine  that  there  were  two 
separate  manuscripts,  the  Bi^it'ish  here  mentioned, 
and  the  Montfort.  But  the  foregoing  clause  in 
the  third  edition — evtoj  a^avw  . .  .aW  does  not  differ 
a  tittle  from  the  Montfort  reading,  except  in  the 
insertion  of  xat  before  tlu^,  -which  is  wanting  in  the 
Montfort,  probably  by  mistake.  There  cannot, 
therefore,  remain  the  slightest  doubt,  that  the 
British  and  the  Montfort  manuscript  are  one  and 
the  same.  This,  was  brought  over  to  Ireland,  by 
Primate  Usher;  and  deposited,  along  with  his 
books  and  manuscripts,  in  the  Library  of  Triniitf 
College,  Dublin  *.  The  Montfort  reading  is 
evidently  a  baljl  translation  of  this  text,  in  the 
Latin  Vulgate.  This  appears  indisputably,  from 
the  peculiar  reading,  in.  5  XpK^i^  es-iv  aXr^Bicc,  taken 
from  the  Vulgate  "  Quoniam  Christus  est  Veri- 
tas, instead  of  on  to  'nyiufj.a  eriv  r,  (xXvi^Ho.,  Omitting  ri ; 
and  also,  in  the  further  omission  of  the  article  5, 
six  times  more,  before  the  three  heavenly  and 
three  earthly  witnesses,   which  no  Greek  scholar 

•  See  an  exact  yi^;  simih  of  the  disputed  passage,  Travis*s 
Letters  to  Gibbon,  ed.  1794,  p.  282.  The  MS.  is  written  with 
accents  and  spirits,  and  with  some  contractions,  on  thick 
polished  paper.  It  is  divided  into  chapters,  according  to  th« 
Latin  usage ;  and  could  not  therefore,  be  older  thau  the  thir- 
t«entk  century. 
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could  have  been  guilty  of.  And  nothing  can  more 
strongl}'  evince  the  scrupulous  fidehty  of  Erasmus 
as  an  editor,  than  his  rigid  adherence  to  this  MS, 
in  his  third  edition ;  expunging  the  article  to,  Ibefore 
the  three  earthly  witnesses,  9rv£ypta,  v^a^,  and  aliu,a, 
which  he  had  rightly  prefixed  to  them  in  his  first 
and  second.  There  is,  therefore,  no  foundation 
for  Gibbons  ironical  sneer,  on  "  the  prudence  of 
Erasmus,'^  in  admitting  the  clause  of  the  three 
hearenly  witnesses,  into  his  third  edition.  Decline 
and  Fall  of  tlie  Roman  Empire,  vol.  iii. 

Erasmus  has  been  taxed  with  insincerity,  and 
suppression  of  evidence  in  support  of  the  disputed 
clause,  supposed  to  be  given  by  Laurent'ms  Valla, 
whose  learned  annotations  on  the  New  Testament 
he  first  published  in  1505,  eleven  years  before  his 
first  edition  of  the  Greek  Testament.  But  Valla 
left  the  disputed  passage  untouched,  without  any 
observation  thereon,  in  his  commentary.  And 
surely,  from  his  silence,  Erasmus  was  justified  in 
saying,  Quid  Lauren  tins  legeiil,  no?i  satis  liquet, 
"  What  Laufentius  might  have  read  (in  his  seven 
Greek  manuscripts)  does  not  sufficiently  appear." 
This  is  the  candid  account  of  JVetstein ;  and 
Griesbacli  further  observes,  "  that  Vallds  plait 
was  to  notice  the  various  readings  of  his  manu- 
scripts only  where  they  difi^ered  from  the  Vulgate ; 
but  he  actually  neglected  to  notice  the  Greek  read- 
ing, -ffvsty/Aa,  instead  of  Christus,  verse  6 ;  and  he 
iiiight  have  thought  it  most  hazardous  to  expunge 

L  2 
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the  7th  verse  from  the  Vulgate  text,  merely  upon 
the  authority  of  Greek  manuscripts." 

Equally  unfounded  appears  lo  be  the  charge  of 
Arianism  brous^ht  against  Erasmus.  Travis,  vho 
repeats  it,  furnishes  a  sufficient  confutation,  in  the 
extracts  ho  has  given  from  the  correspondence  of 
Erasmus,  noticed  in  the  eighth  Letter,  and  also  in 
Ihe  following  passage: 

"  Erasmus  not  only  wrote  an  animated  para- 
phrase on  this  [disputed]  verse,  in  A.  D.  1521, 
but  restored  it  finally  to  its  place,  in  his  second 
fLatinJ  edition  of  the  New  Testament,  A.  D. 
1532.  The  following  is  the  paraphrase:  "  Because 
the  Spirit  also  is  the  truth,  as  well  as  the  Father 
and  the  Son.  The  truth  of  all  is  o?ie,  like  as  the 
7iature  of  all  is  one.  There  are  three  in  heaven 
%vho  bear  witness  to  Christ,  the  Father,  the  Word, 
and  the  Spirit :  and  of  these  three  the  agreement 
is  consummate,''  Travis,  p.  274.  Surely  this  is 
not  the  language  of  an  Arian  !  This  further  vin- 
dication is  due  to  the  memory  of  that  great  restorer 
of  classical  literature,  and  powerful,  though  indi- 
rect promoter  of  the  Reformation. 

Erasmus,  in  his  fourth^  dA^A  fifth  editions,  gave 
another  variety  of  the  disputed  clause,  as  follows : 

ly  ru  Bpayu,  v  Tialnp,  h  "Koyot  xxi  to  rrvtvixa  ayiov,  xai  iroi 
«i    rptu    sv    tiai'    x«i    rpsti   iiffiv  ol  txapTvptfyJes  tv   rip   y^. 

Thus  supplying,  in  conformity  with  the  Conipluteri' 
iiati  text,  the  articles  before  the  heavenly  witnesses, 
which  he  had  omitted  in  the  third  edition. 
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And  this,  led  to  the  last  variety  in  Stephens  s 
third  and  standard  edition  of  15jO,  which  vvas 
adopted  by  Bcza,  in  his  editions,  and  by  the  El- 
zevirs, in  their  edilions,  whence  it  has  been  esta- 
blished in  all  the  Vulgate  editions,  ever  since. 

The  whole  passage  is  thus  printed  exactly  as  it 
stands  in  the  edition  of  \550. 

o,  £,  ^,  6,      "Oxi  rpiis  iicsiv  oj  iXfXprupHVTBs  ^  £y  TU  upavUy^  0 
<,  IX,  ly.  Tramp,   6  Xoyor,    xal  to  ayiov  ■TrvEupux"  xal  Stoi 

*  eif  TO.  a.       ol  rpili*   i-j  i\ai.  x.xi  rpzls  elaiv  oi  fj^apTvpSi/Tss 

£v  Tip  77),  TO  TivEviJi.oi.,  xal  TO  dJw^,  xal  TO  al/xa* 
xal  ol   t^eTj   Ejy  to   ev  £jVj.      EJ  Triv  ixxprvplecv 

X.    T.    ?w. 

Here  the  only  difference  from  the  fifth  of  Eras- 
mus  is  in  the  transposition  of  a.yiov  'nvwi/.a.,  instead 
of  TTVEj'/xa  ayjov ;  Conformably  to  the  Coinplutensian 
order  f ,  while  the  asterisk  *,  demotes  a  various 
reading  in  the  Coinplutensian  «,  of  i\s  to  ev,  instead 
of  the  first  clausule,  h  nai ;  but  Stephens  takes  no 
notice  of  the  omission  of  the  second  clausule  in 
tlie  eighth  verse  therein. 

For  the  omission  of  the  three  words  in  the  text, 
included  between  the  obelus  \  upd  the  semicircle, 

*  EV  Tw  vpcivu,^  he  refers  to  severi  authorities  in  the 
margin,  namely,  four  MSS.  from  the  King's  Li- 
brary, 5,  £,  ^,  » ;  and  three  others,  from  varipus 
quarters,  8,  »«,  iy. 

t  Perhaps  this  order  was  preferred,  because  it  is  that  of 
the  Apostolic  commission  :  to  "  baptize  in  the  name  of  the 
Father,  and  of  the  Son,  and  of  the  Hojy  Ghost/'  (t«  itytu 
«rHf/*aTn«.)     Matt,  xxviii.  19. 
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The  concise  notation  of  Stepliens^  has  given  rise 
to  various  hypotheses  among  the  advocates  of  the 
disputed  clause,  of  whom  we  may  reckon  Arch- 
deacon 7  r^ri.v,  the  principal.  They  suppose:  \. 
that  the  rema'uukr  of  the  disputed  clguse  was  found 
in  these  seven  ]\1SS. ;  and  2,  that  the  xchole  clause 
vj-as  found  eniire  in  the  Compliilensian,  and  in  all 
his  other  authorities.  See  his  Letters  to  Gibbon^ 
third  edition,  179^,  pp.  7,  309.  / f 'e t a ie'uis  note, 
p.  7e4. 

Both  these  suppositions  arc  untenable.  For  the 
opponents,  of  whom  wc  may  reckon  the  principal, 
Bii^hop  Marsh,  contend:  1.  That  no  one,  either 
before  or  since  the  time  of  Stephens,  has  ever  seen 
a  Greek  MS.  which  omitted  no  more  than  the  first 
three  words  of  the  clause  ;  for  that  such  as  reject 
these  words,  reject  the  whole.  And  on  the  other 
hand,  we  know  of  no  Greek  MS.  which  retains  tlie 
seventh  verse,  without  retaining  these  words  av  tw 
iipa\Cj>.  And  fuither,  that  the  seventh  verse  has 
never  been  quoted  without  them,  by  any  of  the 
Greek  Fathers.  Marsh's  Letters  to  Travis, 
Leipzig,  179^,  PP' x.xiii.  130,  141. 

2.  They  object,  that  the  codex  «,  is  the  only 
one  of  Stephens's  authorities  which  contains  the 
whole  N.  T.  That  all  the  rest,  contain  only  dif- 
ferent parts  of  it,  some  more,  some  less.  And 
from  critical  inspection-  of  Stephens's  margin, 
MarsJi  collects  that  no  more  than  the  seven  manu- 
scripts here  specified,  contain  the  Catholic  epistles: 
for  these  only  are  quoted  in  the  margin.  Had 
7 
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Stephens  collated  any  more  in  this  part  of  the  , 
N.  T.  of  course  he  would  have  quoted  more.  But 
this  he  has  not  done,  except  in  the  solitary  instance 
of  2  Pet.  i.  4,  where  tS  is  printed :  but  this  is  ua- 
doubtedly  a  typographical  error;  for  if  it  had  con- 
tained the  Catholic  epistles,  and  Stephens  had  col- 
lated it,  he  would  not  have  quoted  it  merely  in 
pne  instance.  Besides,  if  the  codex  j^,  be  actually 
preserved  in  the  Library  of  St.  Victor  at  Paris,  as 
asserted,  it  does  not  contain  any  one  of  the  Catho- 
lic epistles.  It  was  therefore  a  misprint,  for  ja,  or 
r/.  Marsh,  Letters,  p.  xx.  xxi.  Such  mistakes, 
in  numerals  especially,  are  unavoidable  in  a  long 
work.  Besides,  even  the  Complutensian  «,  as  we 
have  seen,  does  not  give  the  disputed  clgiuse, 
complete. 

There  are,  therefore,  strong  grounds  to  question  ■ 
the  accuracy  of  the  position  of  the  semicircle  in 
the  seventh  verse  ;  to  consider  it  as  a  typographi- 
cal error,  and  to  think  that  it  should  rather  have 
been  placed  at  the  end  of  the  eighth.  And  so 
Lucas  Brugensis  suspected,  not  long  after  the 
third  edition  was  published :  and  about  a  hundred 
years  after,  Simon.  Wetstein,  note,  p.  724. 

And  this  may  fairly  be  collected  from  the  ana- 
logy of  Stephens's  Latin  Testaments :  for  in  the 
editions  of  1539,  1541,  1543,  1545,  1546,  the 
obelus  and  semicircle  inclose  the  whole  disputed 

clause  : '  in  coelo in  terra. , — And  in  the  margin 

of  1539,  is  the  following  notation :  '  Vet.  Di.  o.  1, 
Ge.  I.  Do.     Where  '  Vet.  denotes  ancient  Latin 
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MSS.  conformable  to  the  Hebrew  and  Greek  con- 
t€it ; — I)i.  o.  1.  Cod.  Diom/sianuSy  oblot?gus,  vel 
latus  ;  and  Ge.  1.  Cod.  Germ(i7iensis  latus ;  and 
Do.  Cod.  Donat}a?ms,  therefore  Greek  authority 
is  implied  in  the  quotation  of  Latin  manuscripts. 
Letters,  p.  148. 

In  the  smaller  edition  of  1545,  which  MoKsh 
had  not  seen,  p.  145*,  the  passage  I  find,  is 
printed  thus : 

'Sub,  Credendum  "Quoniam'  trcs  sunt  qui  testi- 

sane   est,    Jesum  monium  dant'  in  ca^lo:  Pater, 

esse    filium    Dei,  Verbum,  et  Spiritus  Sanctus. 

quoniam,  &c.  Et  hi  tres  unum  sunt.    Et  tres 

'  Vet.  sunt  qui  testimonium  dant  in 

"  in  unum  sunt.  tcrra\ Et   hi  tres  *  unum 

[Sic  qu(edam  ej'-  sunt^. 

emplaria  Gnma. 

i.  unum  et  idem  testantur.] 

Here,  sub  denotes  subititeUigifur ;  and  an  ex- 
planation follows  of  the  ellipsis  understood  before 
''Quouian? : — ^^  Vet,  denotes  that  the  whole  dis- 
puted clause,  included  between  the  obelus  and 
second  semicircle,  is  omitted  by  ancient  Greek 
authority. — And  i7i  unum  sunt,  a  various  reading 
of  *u?iui7i  suuV  adopted  by  some  Greek  copies, 
(meaning  the  Coinplutensian ;)  Mhich  he  explains 
unum  et  idem  testantur. 

This  instance  is  so  remarkably  apposite,  both  in 

♦  This  snialler  etfition  of  1545,  I  inspected  in  the  Library 
<rf  C/irist  Church,  Oxford,  Ftb.  18 J 7. 
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the  text  and  margin,  as  scarcely  to  admit  of  a 
doubt,  that  Stephens  in  the  Greek  edition  of  15.50, 
five  years  after,  actually  intended  to  have  placed 
the  semicircle  at  the  end  of  the  disputed  clause, 
ev  TT)  yr>\ — in  Conformity  with  his  Jive  Latin 
editions. 

Stephens,  indeed,  or  his  compositor,  has  com- 
mitted several  mistakes,  in  his  marginal  references, 
as  to  the  position  of  his  semicircle,  in  the  text; 
though  none  of  them  are  noticed  in  the  scanty 
Errata  at  the  end  of  the  volume.  A  similar  mr,- 
take  occurs  in  1  Tim.  i.  ].  where  the  portion  of  the 
text,  included  between  ',  (here  substituted  for  tiie 
obelus,)  and  the  semicircle,  is,  '  gTsriTaynv 0ca  ccaTn^n^ 
riij.m  Kai  Kt/gta\ — whcreas,  from  the  marginal  refer- 
ence here,  to  the  various  reading,  in  «,  the  Complu- 

tensian^  sTrira-ynv  ©sw  war^oj,  xx»  nurnpoi  'hi/.cov  IvjffH  Xprn; 

the  semicircle  ought  to  have  been  placed,  not  at 
Kt/qiH),  but  two  words  further  on,  in  the  text,  Uax 
XpK^nK  And  Bishop  Marsh,  who  notices  this, 
has  cited  other  instances  of  the  same  kiiid,  like- 
wise taken  from  the  Complutensian,  and  tlicrcfore 
not  to  be  disputed.  Rom.  xvi.  27;  Ephes.  iv.  32; 
Rev.  iv.  8;  v.  6*;  ix.  14;  xiv.  8  ;  xv.  2.  In  all 
these,  the  semicircle  incloses  a  smaller  quantity  of 
the  text  than  it  ought.  Letters  to  Travis,  p.  127 
—129. 

And  that  so  minute  an  erratum  as  the  misplacing 
the  semicircle,  at  £v  tw  «pavw),  in  1  John  v.  7-  in- 
stead of  EV  r-^  77)\  in  the  eighth  verse  ;  should  have 
escaped  the  notice  of  Stephens,  his  compositor, 
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his  corrector  of  the  press,  and  his  reviser,  we  need 
not  wonder,  ^vhcn  the  very  same  page,  in  which 
this  text  is  found,  exhibits,  fifteen  hnes  after,  a 
material  erratum  in  the  text  itself,  of  vij-ojv^  instead 
of  'Vwv,  *'  he  hcareth  you,''  instead  of  "  he  hearcth 
us.''  1  John  V.  14,  \\hich  is  palpably  wrong;  and 
yet  this  escaped  all  their  notice!  Indeed,  when- 
we  consider  the  extreme  difficulty  and  nicety  of 
adjusting  such  minute  diacritical  marks,  as  the 
obelus  and  semicircle,  in  a  coniinued  unbroken 
text,  like  that  of  Stephens's  third  edition;  and  un- 
distinguished by  either  chapters  or  verses  ;  in  which 
the  eye  and  the  hand  of  the  compositor  were  so 
liable  to  wander ;  and  also  the  rapidity  with  which 
Stephens's  numerous  editions  of  the  New  Testa- 
ment, both  Latin  and  Greek,  succeeded  each 
other,  not  affording  time  for  close,  or  critical  re- 
visal ;  we  have  abundant  cause  for  admiration, 
that  this  splendid  edition  should  be  so  correct  as  it 
is.  1  will  venture  to  assert,  that  the  first  printing* 
office,  even  in  Londoji,  could  not  republish  it  with 
half  its  present  accuracy. — Where  shall  we  find 
such  learned  and  accomplished  printers,  as  Robert 

and  Henry  Stephens  ? No  wonder  then,   that 

John  Crispin,  whom  Travis  adduces  as  his  first 
voucher  for  the  accuracy  of  Stephens,  when  he 
republished  the  third  edition  in  duodecimo,  tliree 
years  after,  in  1553,  not  only  "retained  the  obelus 
and  semicircle  in  the  same  position  exactly,  that 
they  occupied  in  Stephens's  edition,"  (Travis, 
p.   1S3,   193)  but  faithfully  copied  his  errata  else- 
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^here.  He  further  neglected  to  supply  the  semi- 
circle, and  other  marks  of  reference,  in  several  places 
where  they  were  plainly  wanting,  Gal.  iv.  31  ;  Rev. 
ii.  20  ;  XV.  2,  &c-  as  Bishop  Alarsli  detected,  on 
comparing  thirty  passages  at  least,  in  the  two  edi- 
tions.    Letters  to  Travis,  p.  132,  133. 

Travis  is  equally  unfortunate  in  his  second 
voucher,  Theodore  Bcza  ;  who  in  his  first  edition 
of  the  Greek  Testament,  A.  D.  1556,  and  in  all 
the  rest,  has  the  following  note  on  the  passage : 
In  ccelo,  £v  Toj  HpuMa.  "  Hoc  deest  in  septem  "ve- 
tustis  codicibus.  Sed  tamen  omnino  videtur  reti- 
nendum,  ut  tribus  in  teiTa  testibus,  ista  ex  ad- 
verso  respondeant." 

Here,  the  septem  t^etusfis  codicibus,  unques- 
tionably denotes  Stephens's  seven  manuscripts, 
cited  in  the  margin  of  the  text.  While  Beza  pro- 
duces a  strong  argument  for  the  insertion  of  av  tw 
«f)avw,  drawn  from  the  insertion  of  £v  rrt  vyi^  the  cor- 
responding clausule,  which  is  contrasted  therewith. 

But  it  does  not  appear,  that  Beza  had  the  ma- 
nuscripts themselves  in  his  possession.  In  the 
second  preface  to  his  third  edition,  he  only  says, 
Hos  Novi  fcederis  libros — cum  variis  septendecim 
Grcecorum  codicum  a  Roberto  Stephano  bcata 
memoriae  viro  citatorum  lectionibus,  rursus  contu- 
limus.  Here  he  states  that  he  compared  the  va- 
rious readings,  cited  by  Stephens,  from  his  codices, 
which  he  incorrectly  represents  as  seventeen  ;  when 
they  were  no  more  than  si.vtetn,  including  the 
Complutensian  printed  edition. 
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TrariSj  however,  labours  to  prove  that  he  Avas 
in  possesi>ion  of  the  codices  thciiiselves,  from 
twenty  examples  selected  anion;»  Bezas  notes. 
Letters  to  Gibbon,  p.  I94,  195.  Ikit  these  ex- 
amples are  either  irrelevant,  or  prove  the  reverse. 
Several  of  them  are  desisined  to  shew  that  the 
various  readings  of  the  Latin  Vulgate,  are  in  oppo- 
sition to  all  the  Greek  codices  in  general,  that  he 
saw,  or  consulted.  For  the  \vord  ambiiiuouslv 
denotes  both  printed  and  written  books  :  as  is 
evident  from  the  following  passage  in  Stephens's 
preface  to  his  Bible  of  1340,  stating  his  materials  : 
— comparatis  et  conflatis  undique,  mine  vetustatis 
codicibus ;  aliis  ante  multos  annos  scripiis,  aliis 
vero  jam  inde  ab  ipsa  ty[)0graphices  infantia  e.v- 
cusis. — In  all  the  examples  of  this  class,  Ste- 
phens's margin  is  silent. 

1  shall  cite  but  one,  from  Acts  xi.  3.  hn  eianX^si. 
Vulg.  Quare  introisti?  ita  videlicet,  ut  on  pro 
JjoTj  intelligatur.  Ego  vero  in  nuilis  codicibus 
adscriptam  invenio  interrogationis  notam. — That 
Beza  here  did  not  intend  any  reference  to  Stephens, 
is  evident  from  the  omission  of  his  various  reading: 
the  first  word,  on  in  the  text,  being  included  in  an 
obelus  and  semircircle;  and  noticed  in  the  margin, 
as  omitted  by  his  manuscript,  17. — This  reading, 
had  he  noticed  it,  would  have  strengthened  Bezas 
argument  against  the  Vulgate. 

In  others,  indeed,  he  plainly  referred  to  Ste- 
phens's margin : 

Jam.  iv.  12.  'O  voptoSfrr^f.     In  quatuor  veteribus 
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libris  additum  invenimus  xxi  k/pjt^?.  "— And  accord- 
ingly, these  "  four  books,''  are  marked,  in  Ste- 
pheuss  margin,  5,  i,  ',  <«.  Jude  24.  'T/xar.  Ita 
lego  ex  veteris  interpretis,  et  quatuor  veterum  co- 
dicum  aiictoritate." — These  four,  are  marked,  \  e, 
',  ia. — In  these  examples,  libri  and  codices  are 
synonymous.  1  Cor.  vii.  29*  ofi  o  x«»§©'  ffovas-aX/xev*^ 
TO  XojTTov  es-iv.  Sic  lego  et  distinguo  hunc  locum  ex 
sedecim  vetustorum  Sltphani  codicumj  itemquc 
ex  (Jraecorum  Scholionun,  Basilii  denique,  Jide, 
— Here  Stephens  s  margin  reads  tt,  the  abridgment 
of  -jioim,  **  all  his  authorities,"  which  is  incorrect; 
for  one  of  them,  «,  the  Complutensian,  does  not 
furnish  this  various  reading ;  ^s  Marsh  found  upon 
inspection.  And  Beza  added  another  error  of  his 
own ;  unskilfully  rendering,  <r,  sedecim,  as  if  the 
whole  sixteen  contained  St.  PauVs  epistles! — A 
plain  proof  that  Beza  did  not  inspect  the  manu- 
scripts themselves  :  On  the  *'  credit,'  (fide)  of 
whose  collations  by  Stephens,  he  thus  betrayed  his 
own  ignorance  of  their  contents.  Marsh's  Letters, 
p.  135. 

It  is  not  unlikely  however,  that  Beza  availed 
himself  of  a  valuable  copy  of  the  edition  of  1550, 
kft  by  Robert  Stephens,  with  a  great  number  of 
critical  remarks ;  written  in  his  own  hand,  to  his 
son  Henry ;  from  the  following:  1  Pet.  iv.  14. 
xaT«  /xEv  avras.  Lcgitur  in  omnibus  Grx^cis  nostiis 
codicibus,  unico  tantum  excepto. 

John  vii.  53.  [kxi  siropsu^n'}  ex  vetustis  Stephani 
nostri  codicibus  septendecim,  imus  duntaxat  illam 
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non  hahehat ;  in  rdiquis  scripta  quideni  crat.  Ir 
Stephens's  margin,  no  notice  is  taken  of  any  single 
MS.  in  either  case.  But  that  this  ^IS.  M'as  not 
cited,  in  the  latter  case,  from  actual  inspection,  is 
evident  from  the  past  tenses,  liabebat,  and  erat ; 
referring  to  the  collation  made  by  Stephens,  for- 
merly, not  by  himself,  at  present. 

That  Beza  indeed,  neither  did,  ilor  could  possess 
all  Stephens's  codices,  is  evident :  because  the 
eight,  borrowed  from  the  King's  Library,  were 
returned,  after  the  edition  of  1550,  was  finished, 
as  we  learn  from  Stephens  himself  in  his  Responsio 
ad  Censuras  Theologorum  Parisiensium  *. 

The  Doctors  of  the  iS'or^o;z77e  incessantly  opposed, 
harassed,  and  persecuted  Stephens,  for  his  ProteS' 
tant  principles,  from  the  pubhcation  of  his  first 
Latin  Testament,  till  his  last.  They  frequently 
preferred  complaints  against  his  heretical  errors,  to 
Francis  I.  who  had  appointed  him  king's  printer, 
in  1539,  and  patronized  him,  throughout  the  whole 
course  of  his  reign.  But  this  magnanimous  and 
accomplished  prince,  constantly  replied,  that  if  they 
would  point  out  his  errors,  they  should  be  corrected 
at  the  end  of  the  books.  This  they  w'ould  not, 
or  could  not  do,  so  there  the  matter  rested.  But 
soon  after  the  king's  death,  and  the  accession  of 
his  son,  Henri/  IL  August  l6,  1547,  they  pub- 
lished a  Conclusum,  dated  Oct.  19,  censuring  all 

*  See  a  copious  extract  from  the  Responsio,  in  Step/iens's 
Life,  prefixed  to  the  firbt  volume  of  bis  Thesaurui  Linguct 
Laiincc,  London,  1734, 
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his  Latin  editions  of  the  Bible  and  New  Testament, 
by  name;  and  his  first  Greek  edition  of  1546- 
and  prohibiting  their  sale^   "  because  there  were 
many  things  interspersed  therein,  erroneous^  scan- 
dalous, and  impious,  favouring  the  Lutherans,  and 
conspiring   with   Heretics  formerly  condemned." 
See  the  Original,  Travis's  Letters,  p.  I98.     And 
when  his  third  edition  in  1550,  was  finished,  they 
renewed  their  complaints  to  Henry  IL    The  Paris 
booksellers,    in  their  turn,   petitioned    the   king; 
offering  to  print  Avhatever  passages  were  deemed 
faulty   by  the  Sorbonne,  in  the  form  of  errata  at 
the  beginning  of  each   book.     Stephens  himself 
Mas  summoned  before  the  Sorbonne,  and  brought 
a  copy  of  the  book  to  the  presidents,  Govianus 
and  Ruffus,  who  were  very  unlearned,   and  his 
bitterest   enemies.     They   observed   that  it    was 
Greek  and  printed  too,  and  therefore  that  there 
was  no  room  for  deliberation.    They  demanded  the 
ancient  rdannscript  to  be  brought,  that  they  might 
read  in   it.     I   answered,   (says  Stephens,)  That 
there  was  7iot  one,  but  fifteen  :  that  those  which 
had  been   lent  me   from    the  King's   Library^ 

Were  returned I    was    ordered    to   retire, 

I  was  then  recalled;  again  I  retired;  again  I 
^as  recalled. — I  asked  the  Dean,  what  answer  I 
should  take  back  to  the  king?  He  answered 
tnildly.  The  Doctors  arc  o:  ofjlnion  that  this  New. 
Testament  should  not  be  licenzzd  for  sale,  I 
isked.  Why  ?    On  accoufU  of  the  marginal  nuios-f 
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said  he, — A\hich  these  profound  Greek   scholars 
deemed  to  be  heretical  notes  ! 

The  king  indeed,  and  the  court,  favoured  Ste- 
phens ;  but  this  prince  wanted  the  firmness  of 
Francis^  and  was  at  last  compelled  to  give  way  to 
the  incessant  solicitations  of  bigotry  and  malice. 
While  the  unrelenting  persecutions  of  the  Doctors 
of  the  SorbojuiCy  who  wished  to  bring  Stephens  to 
the  stake,  as  an  obstinate  heretic,  repeatedly  forced 
him  to  hide  hiuiself ;  and  at  length,  drove  him  to 
the  necessity  of  quitting  France,  and  seeking  an 
asylum  at  Geneva;  which  he  did  in  1552;  and 
died  in  exile  there,  in  1559. 

His  motives  for  quitting  his  native  country,  and 
the  lucrative  establishment  he  held  at  Paris,  are 
thus  pathetically  described  by  himself: 

'  *  I  had  no  reason,  indeed,  to  mistrust  the  king's 
protection ;  but  because  I  had  to  contend  with 
br^utes  (belluis,)  I  thought  it  best  to  yield  to  their 
malice.  For  they  had  it  in  their  power  to  impose 
on  the  king  with  impunity,  and  to  despise  his  com- 
mands ;  they  had  it  in  their  power  to  poison  tlic 
cars  of  the  princes  with  impunity,  by  false  and 
frivolous  charges ;  to  plot  what  they  pleased  againsj; 
rne,  right  or  wrong,  with  impunity,  and  without 
measure."  Seethe  original  Responsio,  p.  41,  or 
Travis,  p.  201. 

One  expression  of  Stephens,  in  the  foregoing 
account,  stands  thus  in  the  orisiinal :  —  Postulant 
afferri  vetus  exemplar,   scilicet  iq  quo  legercnt. 
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Ilespondeo,  non  posse  fieri,  qu6d  non  unum  essetj 
sed  quindecim  :  relata  in  Bibllothccam  regiaiTZf 
quas  mihi  precario  data  fueiant. — This,  Travis 
strangely  perverted,  by  his  mutilated,  and  mis- 
pointed  citation,  p.  243  in  the  text ;  though  given 
fully  in  his  note,  p.  244.  Respondeo — [esse]  quin' 
decim  relata  in  Bibliotliecam  regia7n.-^As  if  the 
whole  number  of  manuscripts,  amounting  to  Jif- 
teen,  had  been  returned  to  the  king's  library,  from 
which  seven  of  them  never  came ! 

And  to  support  this  "  injustice  to  Stephens,'"' 
— he  adds  another,  in  a  note  oi  Stephens  himself, 
subjoined  to  Bezds  first  edition  of  1556.  "  Sed 
quod  ad  Vetera  Novi  Testament!  Graeci  e.vemplaria 
attinet,  quorum  Jides  et  authoritas  in  his  Annota- 
tionibus  saspissime  citatur,  (sunt  autem  oi!im  alia^ 
turn  ea  omnia  quas  in  Regis  Gallorum  bibliotheca 
extant)  de  hoc  te  commonefaciendum  per  me  pu- 
tavit  illarum  author,  se  nimirum,  quum,  initio,  ea 
citare  nominatim  soleret,  vocando  hoc  primiim, 
illud  secundum,  et  ita  deinceps  :  postea,  ob  suum 
in  ea  re,  cum  nulla  tua  utilitate  conjunctum,  te- 
dium, illorum  denojninatione  supersedisse,  etmme- 
ratione  contentum." 

This  note  intimates,  that  Beza,  to  avoid  the  te- 
diousness  of  denominating  his  several  documents 
separately,  by  their  numeral  marks,  a',  Q\  7',  &c. 
only  crave  their  amount ;  as  vve  have  seen  in  the 
foregoing  examples.  And  in  the  parenthesis,  he 
plainly  distinguishes  the  two  classes  of  Stephens^s 
codices,   '*  some,''  that  he  collected  from  various 
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cfimrtcrs,  and  "  all  those  that  arc  now  in  the  kin^ 
of  France's  library,"  namely  the  eight  MSS.  bor- 
rowed from  thence,  and  faithfully  returned  in  1550. 
For  surely,  if  they  were  in  the  possession  either  of 
Stephens  or  of  Beza,  in  1556,  at  Geneva,  he  would 
not  have  used  the  present  tense  extant,  but  the 
past  extahant.  We  are,  therefore,  warranted  on 
much  surer  ground,  to  affirm,  than  Travis  to  deny, 
that  "  these  eight  manuscripts  are  now  in  the 
king's  library  at  Paris"  Letters  to  Gibbon^ 
p.  246. 

It  is  passing  strange  indeed,  how  this  zealous 
vindicator  of  the  prime  editors  of  the  disputed 
clause,  from  Gibboiis*  terse  and  malignant  sneers : 

*  The  following  masterly  portraits  of  two  distinguished 
sceptics,  Parson  and  Gibbon,  joint  impugners  of  1  John,  v.  7. 
are  furnished  by  the  Quarterly  Review,  Jan.  1815,  p.  388. 
and  as  finished  models  of  fine  writing,  and  of  impartial  and 
judicious  criticism,  are  entitled  t(»  universal  circulation,  ad- 
3Tiiration,  and  approbation. 

" The  Historian  i)f  the  Decline  and  Fall  of  the  Roman 

Empire,  received  the  hardest  and  most  painful  stroke  from  a 
weapon,  (like  the  sword  of  Harfnodiiis  and  Aristogiton,  en» 
twined  with  myrtle,)  in  the  hand  of  a  panegyrist,  and  in 
some  respects,  of  an  auxiliary.  No  man  was  equally  quali- 
fied with  Parson,  to  estimate  the  merits  and  the  views  of 
Gibbon.  Distant  and  opposite  as  their  habits  and  manners 
were,— distant  and  opposite  indeed  as  those  of  a.  gentleman 
and  a  hug, — they  had,  notwithstanding,  many  points  of  re- 
semblance: with  the  common  (we  do  not  n\ean  or dinari/,  but 
joint)  qualifications  of  wit,  acutcness,  industry,  Greek,  the 
absence  of  religion,  and  a  sovereign  contempt  for  dull  men 
who  presumed  to  interfere  with  them ;  they  met  like  two 
5 
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well-matched  critics  prepared  by  turns  to  encounter,  to  ad- 
mire, to  panegyrize,  and  to  abuse  each  otiier.  This  singular 
but  equitable  combination  of  feelings  on  the  part  of  the 
Greek  Professor,  produced  a  short  Critique  on  the  historian 
and  his  great  work  ;  so  discriminating  and  judicious,  so 
mixed  and  compounded  of  sweet  and  bitter,  so  flattering  to 
the  author,  and  so  humiliating  to  the  man,  that  as  the  work 
from  which  it  has  been  detached  is  not  in  every  hand*,  we 
may  be  pardoned  for  subjoiniua;  it. 

"  *  Mr.  Gibbon's  industry  is  indefatigable,  his  accuracy 
scrupulous,  his  reading,  which  is  sometimes  ostentatiously 
displayed,  immense,  his  attention  always  awake,  his  memory 
retentive,  his  style  emphatic  and  profound  ;  he  pleads  elo- 
quently for  the  rights  of  mankind,  and  the  duty  of  tolera- 
tion ;  nor  does  his  humanity  ever  slumber,  unless  when 
women  are  ravished,  or  the  Christians  persecuted.  He  often 
makes,  when  he  cannot  readily  find,  an  occasion  to  insuli 
our  religion,  which  he  h'tttts  so  cordially,  that  he  might  seem 
to  revenge  some  personal  injury.  Such  is  his  eagerness  ia 
the  cause,  that  he  stoops  to  the  most  despicable  pun,  or  to 
the  most  awkward  perversion  of  language,  for  the  pleasure  of 
turning  the  Scripture  into  ribaldry,  or  of  calling  Jesus  aa 
impostor.  Though  his  siyle  is  in  general  correct  and  elegant, 
he  sometimes  draws  out  *'  the  thread  of  his  verbosity  finer 
than  the  staple  of  his  argument."  In  endeavouring  to  avoid 
vulgar  terms,  he  too  frequently  dignifies  trifles,  and  clothes 
common  thoughts  in  a  splendid  dress,  that  woul  i  be  rich 
enough  for  the  noblest  ideas.  In  short,  we  are  too  often  re- 
minded of  that  great  ;uan,  Mr.  Prig,  the  auctioneer,  whose 
manner  was  so  inimitably  fine,  that  he  had  as  much  to  say 
upon  a  ribbon  as  a  Raphael. 

"  *  A  less  jiardonable  fault  is  that  rage  for  indecency  which 
pervades  the  whole  work  ;  but  especially  the  last  volumes : 
and  to  the  honour  of  his  consistency,  this  is  the  same  man, 
who  is  so  prudish  that  he  does  not  call  Belisarius  a  cuckold^ 


*  The  Ueviewer  is  requested  to  notice  the  work, 
M    2 
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bi'cause  it  is  too  bad  a  word  fur  a  decent  historian  to  trse. 
If  the  histt>ry  were  anonymous,  I  ihould  guess  that  these  dis- 
graceful obscenities  were  written  by  some  debauchee,  who 
having,  from  aj!;c,  or  accident,  or  excess,  survived  the  practice 
of  lust,  still  indulged  iiimself  in  the  luxury  of  speculation,  and 
exposed  the  impotent  imbecility,  after  he  had  lost  the  vigour, 
of  his  passions.' 

"  When  it  is  remembered  (proceeds  the  reviewer) — that 
the  vice  here  reprehended,  grew  with  his  years ;  and  that  in 
the  moan  time,  he  was  gradually  oppressed  by  a  peculiar 
distemper,  (which  though  not  the  effect  of  debauchery,  pro- 
bably reduced  him  to  the  state  here  described)  it  is  impossi- 
ble not  to  acknowledge  the  penetration,  it  is  difficult  to  blame 
the  spite  by  which  this  just  and  cutting  remark  was  dic- 
tated." 

To  this  I  cannot  refrain  from  adding  the  manly  and  severe 
remonstrance  of  a  faithful  friend,  the  learned  and  ingenious 
author  of  the  History  of  Manchester,  (Whitaker,)  in  a  Letter 
to  Gibbon,  published  in  h.\%  Miscellaneous  Works  ;  and  noticed 
also  in  the  same  Quarterly  Review,  p. 383. 

"  — You  never  speak  feebly,  except  when  yon  come  upon 
British  ground ;  and  never  weakly,  except  when  you  attack 
Christianity.  In  the  former  case,  you  seem  to  want  informa- 
tion ;  in  the  latter,  you  plainly  want  the  candour  of  a  citizen 
of  the  world,  for  the  religion  of  your  country.  Pardon  me. 
Sir,  but  I  cannot  bear  without  indignation,  your  sarcastic 
ilyness  upon  Christianity  ;  and  cannot  see  without  pity  your 
determined  hostility  to  the  Gospel. 

"  These,  however,  are  trifles  light  as  air,  in  my  estimation, 
when  they  arc  compared  with  what  I  think  the  great  blot  of 
your  work.  You  have  there  exhibited  Deism  in  a  new  shape, 
and  in  one  that  is  more  likely  to  affect  the  uninstructed 
millions,  than  the  reasoning  form  which  she  has  usually  worn. 
You  seem  to  me,  like  another  Tacitus,  revived  with  all  his 
animosity  against  Christianity,  his  strong  philosophical  spirit 

of  sentiment And   you  will  have  the  dishonour  (pardon 

n>c,  Sir,)  of  being  ranked  by  the  folly  of  scepticiinif  which  is 
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— "The  three  taitnesses*,  (1  John  v.  7.)  have 
been  established  in  our  Greek  Testament,  by  the 
prudence  of  Erasmus;  the  typographical  fraud, 
or  error  of  Robert  Stepliens,  in  the  placing  a 
crotchet  ;  and  the  deliberate  falsehood,  or  strange 
misapprehension  of  Theodore  Beza." — To  repel 
which  Travis  indignantly  wrote  his  IjCtters  to  Gib- 
^o«,— should  be  so  far  blinded  by  prejudice  and  fond- 
ness for  an  untenable  hypothesis,  as  to  afiix  himself 
a  stigma  upon  their  characters  much  more  heinous. 
How  could  he  suppose,  even  for  a  moment,  that 
Robert  Stephens, — to  retort  his  own  words- 
could  be  capable  of  so  "  base  an  action,  as  to 
carry  \off'~\  the  whole  fifteen,  with  him  to  Geneva, 
in  A.  D.  1552,  though  under  an  engagement  to 
return  the  eight  royal  manuscripts' — [uncon- 
ditionally,   whether   "  de?nancled''  or  not] — and 

working  so  powerfully  at  present,  among  the  most  distin- 
guished sceptics  of  the  age. 

"  I  have  long  suspected  the  ttndmcy  of  your  opinions:  I 

once  took  the  liberty  of  hinting  my  suspicions but  I  did 

not  think  the  poison  had  spread  so  universally  through  your 
frame.  And  I  can  only  deplore  the  mkj  or  tune,  and  n  very 
great  one,  I  consider  it,  to  the  highest  and  dearest  interests  of 
man,  among  your  readers.  I  remain,  with  an  equal  mixture 
of  regret  and  regard,"  &c.  &cc. 

*  Travis's  note,  (p.  4,)  is  ingenious  and  acute: — "There 
is  a  deficiency  in  this  sentence,  which  ought  to  be  supplied  : 
St.  John  speaks  of  six  witnesses ;  three  in  heaven,  and  three 
on  earth.  !Mr.  Gibbon  has  no  quarrel  with  the  three  witnesses 
on  earth  :  his  remark  is  levelled  against  the  three  Heavenly 
mtnesses  only." 
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more  especially,  *'  when  he  expected,  day  by  day, 
this  engagement  to  be  enforced  upon  him  in  A.  D. 
15.56."  But  that  *'  no  requisition  having  ever 
been  made  of  these  eight  manuscripts — they  re- 
mained in  Stephens's  possessi<m,  until  his  death  in 
A.  D.  155.9;  and  afterwards  in  the  custody  of  his 
son  Hetiry ;  or  as  it  should  seem,  of  his  friend, 
Theodore  Beza,''  Travis,  Letters  p.  248 — 252. 
All  of  them  strangely  conspiring  in  a  breach  of 
trust ;  and  confederating  to  cheat  the  king  of  his 
property ! !  !  If  this  complicated  fraud  were  true, 
no  jury  on  earth  would  hesitate  a  moment,  to  find 
a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  Gibbon.  But  the  moral 
honesty  of  Robert  and  Henry  *  Stephens,  and  of 

*  On  the  back  of  iho  t' tie-page  of  the  first  volume  of  Henry 
Stephens's  Thtt>aunis  Grcecee  Lingiice, — which  immortalized, 
and  ruined  him, — are  some  elegiac  Greek  and  Latin  verses,  of 
his  0X1)71  composition  ;  which  may  be  thus  closely  translated : 

"  The  lieusure  of  the  tongue,  Hesiod  counted  best ; 

The  Greek,  of  all  tongues,  is  best  by  nature  : 

And  yet  this  treasure  has  robbed  me  of  my  treasures  ; 

And  that,  to  all  others  best,  to  me  is  worst!" 


^  Other  treasures,  in  a  moment,  the  finder  enrich, 

They  convert  even  a  btggur  into  a  prince: 

This  treasure,  quite  ccnirary,  renders  me  poor  from  rich. 

And  lurrows  my  ytnith  with  the  wrinkles  of  age. 

But  slight  is  the  loss  of  wealth,  tlie  loss  of  youth, 

If  you,  reader,  count  not  my  labour  slight." 

Never,  surely,  will  any  scholar  "  count  his  labour  slight," 
by  which  him'^elj'  has  been,  and  Km  posterity  may  be,  enlight- 
ened and  benefited,  to  the  latest  ages! 

— In  losses,  indeed,  Stephens   was  not  single*— And  this 
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their  pious  and  learned  friend,  T/ieodot'e  Beza^ 
stands  unimpeached  by  the  most  respectable  oppo- 
nents, Be?2so?j,  Alarsh,  &c. 

Travis  is  not  less  unfortunate  in  his  third  voucher 
for  Stephens's  accuracy,  John  Calvin,  whose  note 
he  cites  on  the  passage.     Letters,  p.  196. 

"  Tres  sunt — in  ccclo.  Hoc  totiim  in  qiiibus- 
dam,  omissum  fuit.  Hieronytnus  existimat  malitid 
potius  quam  errore,  id  fuisse  factum  :  et  quidem  a 
Latinis  duntaxat.  Sed  quum  ne  Gneci  quidem 
codices  inter  se  consentiant,  vix  quicquam  asserere 
audeo.  Quia  tamen  optime  flidt  contextus  si  hoc 
membrum  addatur,  et  video  in  optimis  et  proba' 
tissimoi  jidei  codicibus  huberi,  ego  quoque  liben- 
tissime  amplector."  Comment,  in  Epist.  Canon, 
p.  74. 

Here  Cahi?i  meant,  that  the  whole  disputed 
clause, — not  the  words,  in  ccelo,  only — was  omitted 
in  some  manuscripts  of  high  authority,  the  Alex- 
andrine, the  Vatican,  &c.  But  from  its  easi/  and 
natural  connexion  with  the  context,  and  also,  from 
the  support  of  the  best  codices,  and  those  of  the 

was  the  scholar,  whom  at  the  age  of  eighteen,  1  Vet  stein  held 
incompetent  to  collate  exactly  his  Father's  MSS.  ! — and 
reckoned  this  objection  self-evident, — luce  meridiand  clariiis  I 
Prolog,  p.  144. — At  eighteen,  Henri/  was  probably  one  of  the 
best  Greek  scholars  in  Europe,  not  inferior,  even  to  his  Fa* 
ther;  whose  *' ««c?u»?rj/ he  rivalled,"  as  he  declared  himself 
in  the  title-page  of  his  Greek  Thesaurus— Pafer/Jte  in  Tkesauro 
iMtino  diligenticE  amulus.--^Sec  the  last  note  of  this  Letter,  for 
an  account  of  the  erudition  and  industry  of  Robert  Stephens* 
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iilost  approved  authority,  such  as  the  Compluten- 
sian  edition,  and  the  Ravian  and  Montfort  IMSS. 
as  they  nere  then  held  by  the  learned  ;  tiiough  he 
would  not  venture  positively  to  pronounce  it  ge- 
nuine, yet  he  was  most  readily  disposed  to  embrace 
it  as  pr  oh  ably  so. 

This  note,  therefore,  is  totally  irrelevant  *  to  the 

*  The  sacred    cause  of   truth   and   justice  required  this 
fuller  exposure    of    tlie    niisreprcscntutions    of  Archdeacon 
Travis,  in  this  branch  of  liis  argument ;  by  which,   I    con- 
fess, I   was  misled   m\self,   in    the    first  fuijitive  and  cruder 
publication  of  iliose  Letters,  for  want  of  suflTicient  informa- 
tion to  form  a  correcter  jud;;ment ;   until   I   was  undeceived 
by  the   masterly  vindication  of  Bishop  Marsh.     Still,  how- 
ever, the  same   reijard   to    truth    and  justice,  leads   me   to 
confine   this    censure,  only    to  some   points  ;  the   questions 
about  the   authenticity   of  the    Ravia/i,  and  Montfort  manu- 
scripts, and    about    the  position   of  Stephens's  semicircle,  in 
1  John  V.  7.  .'Hid  the  existence  of  his  manuscripts  : — in  which 
the  warmth  of  his  zeal  to  support  the  doctrine  of  the  Trx- 
niTY,  led  him  to  prove  too  much,  and  so  far  to  injure  a  good 
cause.     In  other  parts  of  his  valuable  Letters  to  Gibbon,  and 
especially  in  the  Appendix,  he  has  collected   many  curious, 
and    important,  and   scarce  documents,   which  throw  much 
light  on  the  obscurity  of  this  mystt nous  subject ;  especially, 
those  invaluable  articles  of  Gregory  Nazianzen,  No.  XXVII. 
Athunnsius,   No.  XXXIV.  and  the  Professton  of  Faith  by  the 
African  Tathtrs,  in  A.  D.  484,  given  at  full  length,  No.  XXXL 
and   not,   according  to  the  u'^ual  iniquity  of  quotation,  piece- 
meal, or  by  scraps.     This   last  document,   in   particular,  is 
most  satisfactory,  and  carries  wiih  it  irresistible  evidence  of 
the  extent  and  compass  of  Biblical  information  possessed  by 
those  African  Prelates;  whom  it  is  the  fashion  of  the  Ger- 
man school,  Wttstein,Gricsbach,  &c.  to  decry  ; — depreciating 
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question  in  debate,— the  accuracy  or  inaccuracy 
of  the  position  of  Stephens's  semicircle,  —  (or 
crotchet,  as  Gibbon  ludicrously  calls  it.)  But  it 
is  valuable  and  important  for  the  laudable  hesita- 
tion it  evinces  not  to  dogmatize  in  doubtful  mat- 
ters ;  while  he  considered  the  internal  evidence  as 
preponderating  in  its  favour,  which  indeed  is  its 
chief  support;  and  therefore  thought  himself  war- 
ranted to  embrace  it. .  And  surely,  John  Calvin 
is  no  inconsiderable  advocate,  as  a  scholar,  and  as 
a  divine. 

When,  therefore.  Archdeacon  Travis  went  to 
Paris  in  1791,  to  search  for  the  eight  MSS.  in  the 
king's  library,  under  a  firm  persuasion  that  they 
were  not  there  ;  it  is  no  wonder,  that  his  collation 
of  the  supposed   MSS.  should  be  so  exceedingly 
unsatisfactory,  as  his  opponent,  Bishop  Marsh,  by 
a  most  ingenious   and    exhaustive   process,    has 
proved  it  to  be,  in  Xhefrst  appendlv  of  his  Letters 
to  Travis,  pp.  157 — 240,  which  reflect  the  highest 
credit,    throughout,  on  his  critical   acumen,   and 
persevering  industry,  and  variety  and  copiousness 
of  research  ;  and  may,  without  flattery,   be  justly 
recommended  as  a  finished  model  of  literary  con- 
troversy, 

what  they  cannot  confute  ;  by  a  morbid  and  mischievous 
scepticism,  which  would  unsettle  the  best  established  records; 
as  in  the  case  of  Pere  Harduin,  who  undertook  to  prove 
Virgil's  ^neid  a.  forgery  ;  or  Thomas  Paine  the  book  of  Job  a 
Hebrew  translation  from  a  Greek  original ! 
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Jn  an  evil  hour  for  himself, — not  for  the  public, — 
the  Archdeacon  attacked  the  Bishop's  curious  and  im- 
portant discovery  of  one  of  Stephens  MSS.  marked, 
17',  in  a  iiT^nuscript  of  the  University  Library  at 
Cambridge,    marked,    K  k.   6.   4.    which  he   has 
proved  to  be  the  same,  by  the  most  minute  and 
laborious  investigation,  even  to  a  moral  certainty  ; 
shewing,  that  this  MS.  formerly  belonged  to  Va^ 
table,  ovVatablus,  the  intimate  friend  of  6'/ e/;/?e;w; 
and  that  it  critically  agrees  in  twenty-four  places, 
some  of  them  long,  with  Stephens's  marginal  cita- 
tions of  »y',  throughout  the  Cathohc  epistles;  and 
that  it  is  not  inconsistent  therewith,  in  the  twenty- 
fifth  citation  from  Jam.  v.  7,  as  Travis  had  misre- 
presented, p.  411.     But  this  Codex  Vatabli,  or  ty', 
(one  of  the  seven,  cited  in  the  margin  of  1  John 
V.  7 ;)  vTants   the    entire    disputed   clause ;    and 
thereby  proves,  that  the  semicircle  is  actually  mis- 
placed at  H§avw,  and  should  be  removed  to  v^p ;  in 
perfect  conformity,  as  we  have  seen,  with  Stephens's 
Latin  Testaments. 

The  eight  MSS.  returned  by  Stephens  to  the 
Parisian  Library,  are  not  yet  ascertained  by  the 
imperfect  collations  of  Le  Long  and  Fleschier ; 
who,  even  Grieshach  allows,  may  both  have  been 
mistaken  as  to  the  numbers  assigned  to  these  ma- 
nuscripts, in  the  vai^ymg  catalogues  of  the  King's 
library  (falli  utcrguepoiuit.  Proleg.  pp.  xix.  xxii.) 
nor,  on  the  other  hand,  by  the  inaccurate  counter- 
coUaiions  of  Travis.  These  MSS.  indeed,  must 
be  more  fully  and  carefully  collated  anew  in  all 
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the  references  throughout  the  entire  margin  of  the 
edition  of  1550,  before  their  correspondence  to 
Stephens's  numerals,  can  be  established. 

What  has  been  already  proved,  however,  is 
abundantly  sufficient  to  shew  that  Stephens's  mar- 
ginal references  to  certain  MSS.  both  in,  and  out 
of  the  king's  library,  are  not  ?i  forgery,  as  inti- 
mated by  some  of  his  prejudiced  adversaries;  es- 
pecially Gineshach, — vix  comminisci  potuissent 
Stephaui  fautores,  quicquam  tarn  incredibile,  quam 
est  ilia  de  Codicibus  Siephanicis  fahula  I  Diatribe, 
p.  [7.] 

This  ^vindication  of  the  moral  character  of  that 
distinguished  promoter  of  classical  and  bibli- 
cal LITERATURE*,  from  the  opologies  of  his 
injudicious  friends,  and  from  the  calumnies  of  his 
prejudiced  foes,  is  freely  offered  as  a  grateful 
homage, 

To  the  memory  of 

That  illustrious  scholar  f ,  and  honest  man^ 

*  The  advantages  of  classical  and  biblical  literature,  may 
well  be  expressed  in  the  words  of  a  classical  poet,  Horace: 

DocTRiNA  vim  promovet  in  sit  am, 
Rectique  cvltvs  pectora  roborant. 

"  Learning  improves  the  implanted  power  of  mind, 
And  culture  right  invigorates  the  heart." 

t  Robert  Stephens's  Greek  Preface  to  his  critical  edition  of 
the  N.  T.  in  1550,  is  a  model  of  classical  composition.  And 
the  Greek  eulogy  of  his  patron,  Francis  I.  rivals,  in  diction, 
and  sentiment,  though  short,  Eusebius's  Life  of  Constantine 
the  Great,  which  probably  suggested  it.    His  immortal  The- 
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Robert  Stephens, 

Of  whom  the  world  was  not  worthy. 

His  persecutions^  alas ! 

Ceased  not,  with  his  life ; 

But,  like  those  of  England's  morni7ig  star, 

JOHNT    WiCLIFFE, 

Insulted  his  ashes. 

WiCLIFFE  and  Stephens  wei^e  lovely  in  their 

lives, 

And  in  their  deaths  they  were  not  divided ; 

May  they  rest  in  peace ! 

Where  the  wicked  cease  from  troubling, 

saurus  Linguce  Latince,  and  the  several  lexicons,  dictionarits, 
grammars,  classic  authors.  Bibles,  Testaments,  and  other  miscel- 
laneous works,  that  issued  from  his  prolific  press,  in  the 
Hebrew,  Greek,  Latin,  and  French  languages,  evince  the  un- 
common variety  and  compass  of  his  erudition.  The  list  of 
his  publications,  from  1326  to  1359,  fills  no  less  than  four 
close  printed  folio  pages  of  his  Life,  prefixed  to  the  first  of 
the  four  volumes  of  the  London  edition  of  his  Thesaurus, 
1734. — He  died  at  the  early  age  of  56  ;  "  fuller  of  labours 
than  of  years ;  ending  a  life,  short  indeed,  if  we  regard  its 
duration  i  but  very  long,  if  we  regard  his  works,"'— ^ 

"  And  h'\s  works  follow  him." 

**  Though  dead,  he  is  still  spoken  of." 

**  The  righteous  shall  be  in  everlasting  remembrance." 

Quique  sui  memorcs  alios  fecere  merendo. 

"  And   they  who  have  made  others  mindful  of  them  by 

deserving'' 

Dignum  laude  virum  mvsa  vet  at  mori, 

••  The  historic  muse  forbids 

A  praise-worthj/  person  to  die." 


(  irs  ) 

A7id  the  weary  be  at  rest : 

Where,  their  pious  labour  of  love, 

To  instruct  and  reform  mankind^ 

Is  NOT  IN  VAIN,  IN  THE  LORD. 

Let  my  soul  be  with  theirs  I 
With  those  burming  and  shining  lights, 
Who  enjoy  the  glorious  reward 
Of  the  PATIENCE  and  faith  of  the  Saints, 

In   the  MANY  MANSIONS   OF  BLISS: 

As  star  differeth  from  star  in  glory. 


LETTER  XII. 

Griesbaclis  mutilation  of  1  John  v.  7,  8.  farther  proved  from 
III.  the  Ancient  Fersions — the  Latin  Vulgate. — Jeromes 
prologue — its  authenticity  proved,  from  Jeromes  confessioji 
of  faith— horn  aiSS.— from  JViclif.~lY.  From  the  Fathers, 
TertuUian,  Cyprian,  Athanasius. — Sir  Isaac  Newton's  in- 
judicious censure  of  the  disputed  ch'ni<^-~~vindicatcd 
himself  from  the  imputation  of  Sabellianism,  Socinianism 
and  Arianism — Gregory  Nazianzen.—Liturgies  of  the 
Creek  and  Latin  Churches, — Phxbadius. — Augustine. — 
African  Fathers'  remarkable  profession  of  Faith.— Fidgentius. 
-^OmissionSf  not  absolute  contradictions,  nor  direct  i?n- 
peacJimenfs  oi  facts— accounted  for,  in  regard  to  the  dis- 
puted clause. — Similar  silence  of  the  early  Greek  and 
Latin  Fathers,  respecting  other  important  texts. — Total 
silence  of  the  Heretics  to  impeach,  if  an  interpolation. — 
The  internal  evidence  in  its  support. — Analysis  of  the 
whole  pa  agraph — and  of  the  two  internal  arguments. — > 
Origin  of  the  mystical  interpretation  of  the  eighth  verse. 
— Authenticity  of  the  seventh  verse,  attested  by  Griesbach 
himself,  by  Ernesti,  and  by  Valpy. 

X  NOW  resume  the  examination  of  the  remain- 
ing branches  of  the  external  evidence,  for  and 
against  the  authenticity  of  the  disputed  text,  1  John, 
V.  7;  8. 

III.    ANCIENT    VERSIONS. 

1.  The  Vulgate  version.     Tiie  disputed  clause 
js  found  in  this,  as  we  have  seen.     This  version, 
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as  we  learn  from  Jerome  himself,  Mas  rendered 
conformable  throughout  to  the  Greek  text:  Novum 
Testamentiim Jidei  Grcecm*  reddidi.  And  he  thus 
describes  his  process  ;  "  If  at  any  time  a  question 
arises  among  the  Latin  copies,  and  there  be  a 
variety  of  readings  between  them,  we  recur  to 
the  fountain  of  the  Greek  LanguagCy  in  xchich 
the  Nexo  Testament  was  written.''  Hieron.  SunicR 
et  Freieke.  Vol.  iii.  p.  9.6,  Edit.  Krasm.  1546, 
or  Travis,  p.  43,  139.  And  in  the  prologue  to 
the  seven  Canonical  epistles,  he  lias  given  his 
sanction  to  this  verse  in  the  most  decided  terms. 

"  Had  these  Epistles  been  as  faithfully  rendered 
into  the  Latin  language  by  the  interpreters,  as 
they  were  written  by  the  Apostles,  James,  Peter, 
John,  and  Jude,  they  would  not  produce  ambi- 
guity to  the  readers,  nor  would  the  ^'arieties  of 
cvpi^ession  contradict  each  other :  especially  in 
that  place,  where  we  read  of  the  Unity  of  the 
Trinity  in  ihe  first  epistle  of  John.  In  which  we 
have  found,  that  unfaithful  translators  have 
erred  greatly  from  the  truth  of  the  Faith  ;  insert- 
ing in  their  editions  only  the  testimony  of  the 
three  words,  '  zvater,  blood,  and  spirit'  and 
omitting  the  testimony  of  *  the  Father,  the  JVord, 
and  the  Spirit ;'  by  which,   principally,  both  the 

*  What  became  of  Jerome's  Greek  MSS.  ?  His  translatioa 
was  made  at  Bethlehem,  near  Jerusalem,  about  A.  D.  384. 
Soon  after  his  death  the  Saracens  subdued  the  Holy  Land^ 
and  after  them  the  Turks.  His  MSS.  perished  during  their 
desolating  dominiou. 
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Catholic  faith  is  confirmed,  and  the  one  substance 
of  the  divinity  of  the  Father,  and  of  the  Son.  and 
of  the  Holy  Ghost,  is  proved."  See  the  original, 
Diatribe,  p.  [24*.] 

To  set  aside,  if  possible,  this  testimony,  Gries- 
bach,  as  usual,  objects  to  this  prologue,  1.  as 
*^  falsely  ascribed  to  Jo^ome  of  old,''  and  2.  not 
to  be  found  in  any  manuscripts  prior  to  the  ninth 
century;  and  3.  that  in  several,  especially  the 
older,  the  author's  name  is  omitted." 

(1.)  But  the  same  sentiments  precisely  are  to 
be  found  in  other  parts  of  Jerome's  writings,  allowed 
to  be  genuine. 

*  John  Widiff,  also,  in  his  English  Translation  of  the 
New  Testament,  A.  D.  1380,  has  prefixed  a  translation  of 
this  Prologue  of  Jerome,  to  the  Catholic  or  general  Epistle  of 
St.  James;  thus  vouching  his  belief  of  its  authenticity* 
The  following  is  a  specimen  of  his  translation  of  the  extract 
in  the  Text. 

*'  The  whiche  epistlia,  if  they  hadden  be  treuli  turned  of 
the  translatouris  into  Latyn  speche,  as  they  weren  maad  of 
the  Apostlis,  thei  schulden  have  maad  no  doute  to  rederis, 
ne  the  variaunce  of  wordis  schulde  not  have  ynpugned  itsilf, 
oameli,  in  that  place  in  the  firste  epistle  of  ioon,  where  ws 
reden  of  the  oonhede  of  the  trynyte ;  where  we  fynrlen,  that 
there  hath  be  greet  errour  of  untrue  translatouris  fro  the 
treuthe  of  the  Feith,  while  thei  setten  in  hir  translaciuuns 
oonli  the  names  of  three  thingis,  that  is  of  •watirt  of  blood, 
and  of  the  spirit ;  and  leeveth  the  witnessyng  of  the  Fadir, 
and  of  the  5o??e,  and  of  the  Spirit:  in  which  [witnessyng] 
our.  comyn  bileve  is  most  strengthid,  and  it  is  proved,  that 
there  is  oon  substaunce  of  godheed  of  the  Fadir  and  of  the 
Sone  and  of  the  hooli  Spirit."-  ■  -  Jerem  in  hit  prolog  <m 
this  pistle  seith  this, 

VOL,  II,  N 
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^  In  his  epistle  to  Matxclla^  \\e.  thus  impeaches 
the  Linfailhiuhiess  of  the  Latin  translators,  *'  I 
wished  to  recal  to  the  Greek  origin  (from  whence 
they  do  not  deny  that  they  were  translated)  the 
corruption  of  the  Latin  copies  ;  which  is  proved 
by  the  cliversity  of  all  the  books,"  Travis,  p. 
369. 

And  in  unison  with  the  foregoing,  is  his 
solemn  confession  of  faith,  inscribed  to  pope 
Damasus  *. 

''  Aqd  as,  confounding  Jrius,  we  say  that  there 
is  o?2e  and  the  same  substance  of  the  Trinity,  and 
confess  one  God  in  three  persons;  so,  shunning 
the  impiety  of -SV/^c////w,  we  distinguish  the  three 
persons,  expressed  by  their  peculiarity.  The 
Father  is  always  Fatiier,  the  Son  is  always  Son, 
and  the  Holj^  Ghost  is  always  Holy  Ghost.  And 
thus,  in  substance  they  are  one  (unum)  but  ia 
persons  and  in  7iames  they  are  distinguished." 
Hieron.  op.  vol.  iv.  p.  42,  or  Travis,  Append.  No, 
xxiii.  p.  23. 

The  prologue,  therefore,  is  not  "  falsely,  but 
truly  ascribed  to  Jerome,'"  since  jt  tallies  with  his 
sentiments  and  doctrine. 


•  This  Confession  is  found  in  the  front  of  the  earliest 
edition  of  Jerome's  Epistles,  Venet.  A.  D.  14S8,  and  is 
quoted  as  his  by  the  venerable  Bede,  in  the  eighth  century, 
Arium,  Vigilanlium,  eorumque  sequaces,  apcrte  redarguit 
Hieronymus,  dicens  in  Epistola  de  explanatione  Jidei  ad  Dama-t 
sum  papam,  "  Confundentcs  Arium,  &c."  Ed.  Basil.  1363. 
l>.  UOi. 
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(2.)  The  second  objection  is  captious;  because 
no  manuscripts  of  the  Latin  Vulgate  are  now  to  be 
found,  prior  to  the  ninth  century;  all  that  have 
been  collated  bearing  as  late  or  a  later  date. 

(3.)  A  very  considerable  majority  of  the  oldest 
and  best  MSS.  exhibit  this  prologue,  not  always, 
indeed,  in  its  proper  place,  viz.  immediately  before   , 
the  Epistles  of  St.  John  ;   and,   when  not  found 
there,  it  was  hastily  presumed,  by  Griesbach  and 
others,    without  further  examination^    that  the 
MSS.    in    question    did    not    contain    it.      The 
omission  of  the  author's  name,  however,  is  per- 
fectly immaterial ;  for  its  proper  position  before 
the  Catholic  Epistles  in  other  MSS.  joined  to  the 
internal  evidence  of  the  prologue  itself,   prove  that 
it  could  belong  to  no  other  than  Jerome ;  and  of 
course,  wherever  else  it  was  found,  it  was  equally 
his  property.     And  further,  from  the  researches  of 
Travis^   in  the  Royal   Library  at  Paris,    in  the 
month  of  July,    1791,    it  appears  that,    out  of 
twelve  of  the  most  ancient  MSS.  of  the  7iinth, 
tenth,  and  eleventh  centuries,  only  two  omit  the 
prologue;    out  of  fourteen    such   MSS.    in   the 
Palatine  library  at  Vienna,  inspected  by  professor 
Alter,   only  07ie  omits  it ;  and  out  of  ten,  in  the 
library  of  Trinity  College,  Dublin,  only  one  omits 
it.     And,  in  fine,  out  of  l63  MSS.  inspected  in 
these  three  public  libraries,  only  1 8  omit  it  in  all ; 
leaving  a  balance  of  145,  in  every  one  of  which, 
this  Frologus  galeatus,  (as  it  has  been  styled) 
N  2 
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jjas   been   actually  found.     See  TraviSj   p.   137. 
Append,  xxxiii.  p.  53—  57. 

3.  As  to  the  other  later  versions,  the  Syriac, 
and  its  descendants,  the  Arabic,  Coptic.  Sahidic, 
Ethiopic,  they  all  omit  the  clause,  both  editions 
and  J\ISS.  As  do  the  editions  of  the  Ai^meniaUy 
prior  to  I699,  which  last  evidently  borrowed  the 
clause  from  the  Latin  Vulgate.  But  their  omis- 
sions are  of  little  weight,  compared  with  the  in- 
f-crtions  of  the  earlier  Vulgate  version. 

IV.    FATHERS, 

If  we  proceed  in  the  order  of  time,  the  first 
that  is  found  to  refer  to  the  clause,  is 

1.  TeriuUian,  the  learned  Latin  Father,  A.D. 
200,  in  the  following  passage  : 

"■  Thus  the  connection  of  the  leather  ia  the 
Son  ;  and  of  the  5^on  in  the  Paraclete,  (or  Holy 
Spirit,  John  xvi.  \5.)  makes  three  [persons]  con- 
nected with  each  other ;  which  three  are  one 
[substance,]  (1  John  v.  7,)  not  one  [person:] 
In  like  manner,  it  is  said,  I  and  the  Father  are 
one,  (John  x.  30,)  referring  to  unity  of  substmice, 
not  to  singularity  of  number,  [or  perso?i.'\  Ter- 
lull.  Advers.  Praxeam,  cap.  xxv.  p.  506.  Here 
the  tacit  reference  to  John  xvi.  15,  though  not 
expressed,  intimates  an  intentional  rcierencc  to  the 
parallel  text,  1  John  v.  7.  The  elder  Fathers 
seldom  quoted  Scripture  expressly,  for  want  of 
^^le  modern  divisions  of  chapters  and  verses. 
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PraJveas  the  heretic,  against  whom  Tertullian 
"Wrote,  was  a  Sabellian.  He  held  the  personal 
identity  of  the  Father,  Son,  and  Holy  Spirit ;  and 
maintained  the  monstrous  doctrines,  that  the 
Father  was  the  Holy  Spirit  who  overshadowed 
the  Virgin  Mary,  that  He  was  born  of  her ;  and 
that  He  suffered  on  the  cross,  as  Jesus  Christ 
himself!!!  Praj:eas  endeavoured  to  prove  this, 
from  1.  Our  Lord's  reply  to  Philip  ;  "  I  a?id  my 
Father  are  onef  (John  x.  30,)  and  2.  "  He  thai 
hath  seen  me^  hath  seen  the  Father,""  (xiv.  9,) 
and  3.  "  /  am  in  the  Father,  and  the  Father  in 
we,"  (xiv.  11.)  **  To  these  three  texts,"  says 
Tertullian,  "  the  heretics  wish  the  whole  Bible  to 
submit:  but  the  few  ought  rather  to  be  under- 
stood according  to  the  many."'  And  he  proceeds 
to  answer  them  in  order. 

1.  "  These  fools  and  blind,"  says  he,  "  see  not 
in  the  first  place,  that  *  ego  et  pater,'  signify  tzvo 
pei^sons ;  next,  the  last  term  '  sumus,'  is  in  the 
plural  number,  and,  therefore,  cannot  be  spoken 
of  one  person;  and,  in  fine,  because  the  ex- 
pression is  itnum  sumus,  not  unus  sumus," 
Cap.  xxii. 

2.  Tertullian  quotes  several  passages,  John 
xvi.  28;  xiv.  6;  vi.  44;  Luke  x.  22;  John  v.  Q6; 
to  prove  that  Christ  only  declared  himself  the 
Representative  of  the  Father  :  through  whom  the 
Father  might  be  seen  in  works,  and  heard  in 
words ;  and  known  in  the  Son,  whilst  he  exhibited 
the  words  and  works  of  his  Father:   since  the 
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Father  himself  is  invisible.  This,  Philip  had  not- 
only  learned,  but  ought  to  have  remembered,  in 
the  law,  "  No  tnan  shall  see  God  and  live.''  (Deut 
xxxiii.  20,)  Cap.  xxiii. 

5.  *'  Lastly,"  says  be,  "  if  Jesus  Christ  had 
meant  to  be  understood  to  assert,  that  the  Father 
and  the  Son  were  the  same  [person,]  by  saying, 
He  who  hath  seen  me  hath  seen  the  Father  ;  why 
does  he  add,  '  Believe  ye  not  that  I  am  in  the 
Father,  and  the  Father  in  me  V  He  ought  rather 
to  have  added,  Believe  ye  not  that  /am  the 
Father  ?  He,  therefore,  plainly  shews  a  union  of 
two  persons. '^  Cap.  xxiv. 

From  this  analysis  of  his  preliminary  argument 
with  P?'a.reaSy  it  is  evident,  that  Tertullian  meant 
to  wrest  the  first  and  principal  text,  John  x.  30, 
out  of  the  hands  of  his  adversaries ;  by  shewing 
tiiat  it  was  irrelevant.  And  then  he  judiciously 
applies  it  in  explanation  of  the  parallel  expression, 
in  I  John  v.  7,  tres  unum  sunt.  Which  bears 
directly  against  the  Sabellian  doctrine  of  con- 
founding  the  persons  of  the  Trinity :  as  Praxeas 
had  done  at  the  commencement  of  the  disputation, 
assuming  the  personal  identity  of  the  Father^ 
Sony  and  Paraclete.  As  a  quotation  from  Scrip- 
ture, therefore,  it  is  essential  to  his  argument,  to 
which  it  adds  greater  force  and  authority.  And 
as  ego  et  pater  unum  sumus^  is  unquestionably  a 
quotation  from  John  x.  30,  so  the  expressioQ 
tres  unum  sunt,  is  proved  to  be  a  quotation  like' 
'Sfise  ;  by  the  words  ita  and  quo  modo  dictum  est. 
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See  the  whole  arguments  stated  more  fully,  TraviSy 
p.  80—85;  Nolan,  p.  ^97 — 300.  And  this  is 
demonstrated  by  the  express  quotation  of  both 
texts,  by  his  disciple 

2.  Cyprian,  A.  D.  248.  Dicit  Dominus,  Ego 
§t  Pater  unum  sunius.  Et  de  Patre  et  Filio  et 
Spiiitu  Sancto  scriptum  est,  Et  hi  tres  unum 
sutit.'' 

The  Lord  saith,  "  I  and  my  Father  are  one:'* 
and  it  is  written,  of  the  Father,  and  the  Son,  and 
the  Holy  Spirit,  "  And  these  three  are  one  J* 
Here  the  expression,  scriptum  est,  marks  the 
quotation  beyond  doubt.  De  imitate  Eccles.  p. 
lOy,  and  Cypria?i  is  so  understood  by  Fulgent iuSy 
as  will  be  shewn  in  the  sequel. 

It  is  remarkable,  that  TertulUan  and  Cyprian^ 
in  referring  to  1  John  v.  7,  have  both  substituted 
Filius  "  the  Son,"  for  Sermo,  "  the  Word  or 
Oracle,"  hi  the  second  person.  This  was  neces- 
sary in  a  controversy  with  the  SabelUans ;  who 
took  advantage  of  the  ambiguity  of  the  term,  ^oyor, 
or  Sermo,  denoting  either  a  person,  or  an  attri^ 
bute  of  the  Deity,  to  wrest  it  to  the  latter  sense. 
As  shewn  in  the  third  Letter,  explaining  the  nature 
of  the  Sabellian  heresy. 

Upon  the  authority  of  Cyprian,  we  presume, 
this  peculiar  reading  was  introduced  into  the  re- 
visal  of  Eusebius  of  VercelU  ;  whence  it  passed 
into  the  JValdensian  Confession  of  Faith,  about 
A.  D.  1200,  which,  in  expounding  the  Apostles* 
Creed,  has  these  words :    Le  quel  Dieu  est  un 
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Triniti,  comme  il  est  ecrit  en  la  Loy  :  O  Israel, 
ccoute,  &c.  (Deut.  vi.  4,)  et  S.  Jea7i,  II  y  en  a 
trois  qui  7'enclerit  temo'ignage  au  ciel^  le  PerCj  le 
Fils,  et  le  S.  Esprit :  et  ces  trois  sont  un.  Perrin 
Hist,  des  Vaudois  et  AlbigcoiSy  chap.  v.  p.  201, 
&c.  I'hrough  the  Lollards^  who  were  disciples 
of  the  JValdenses,  it  made  its  way  into  IVickliff's 
Tranalation,  as  remarked  by  Nolan^  Pref.  p.  xix. 
which  renders  thus  : — "  And  the  Spirit  is  he  that 
witnessith,  that  Christ  is  truthe.  For  three  ben 
that  gyven  witnessyng  in  hevene,  the  Fadir,  the 
Sone,  and  the  Hooli  Goost ;  and  these  three  ben 
oon.  And  three  ben  that  gyven  witnessyng  in 
erthe,  the  Spirit,  Watir,  and  Blood,  and  these 
three  ben  oon." 

Here  the  variation  from  the  Latin  Vulgate,  in 
two  points,  in  substituting  the  Son^  and  repeating 
the  clause  these  three  be  one^  and  its  difference 
from  the  last  in  the  Greek  Vulgate,  shews  that  it 
was  not  copied  from  either  :  and  affords  a  curious 
variety  of  the  text  of  high  antiquity,  furnished  by 
Cyprian,  prior  to  the  Vulgate. 

3.  AthanasiuSj  A.  D.  326.  This  most  cele-, 
brated  of  the  Orthodox  Greek  Fathers,  in  his 
Synopsis  of  the  first  epistle  of  St.  John,  refers  to 
the  disputed  clause,  in  the  following  passage,  more 
closely  rendered  from  the  original.  See  Trams, 
p.  51,  Sec.     And  his  AppeJidlv,  No.  XXXV.  p. 

59. "  And  lastly,  St.  John  distinguisheth  what 

Spirit  is  of  God,  and  what  of  error;  (iv.  6,)  and 
when  we  are  known  to  be  children  of  God,  and 
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W^hen  of  the  Devil ;  (iii.  10.)  and  conctrning 
what  sin  zve  ought  to  pray  for  offenders;  (v.  16,) 
and  that  he  who  loveth  not  his  neighbour  i^  not 
worthy  of  his  vocation^  and  ca?inot  he  called 
Christ's;  (iv.  20,)  and,  moreover,  he sheweth  the 
unity  of  the  Son  idth  the  Father^  (koci  mv  Ivot7)t« 

Si  T8  ma  TTpoi  Tov  •nocTipa.  hiavvai,    V.  7,)  and  that  whosO 

denieth  the  Son  holdcth  not  the  Father  ;  (ii.  23.) 
He  distinguishcth  further  in  this  Epistle,  saying 
that  this  aiso  is  peculiar  to  Antichrist,  to  say  that 
Jesus  Christ  himself  is  not  the  Son  ;  in  order  that 
it  may  appear,  that  if  he  be  not,  the  liar  might 
say  that  himself  is  [tlie  Son.']  (ii.  22.)  And 
throughout  the  whole  epistle,  lie  exhorteth  the 
believers  in  the  Lord,  not  to  despond,  if  they 
art  hated  by  the  worlds  but  rather  to  rejoice; 
because  tJie  hatred  of  this  world  sheweth  that  th^ 
believers  have  passed  over  from  this  world,  and 
are  sharers  of  the  heavenly  conversation,  (iii.  15, 
14.)  And  at  the  end  of  the  epistle,  he  again 
remindeth  them,  saying,  tliat  the  Son  of  God  u 
eternal  life,    and    that    this   is   the  true  God, 

Kon  US  aXioStvov,    (perhaps,    xat  bTOj  S  aXn9;voy,    V.    20«} 

And  that  we  should  serve  this  [God  j  (rar^;)  and 
keep  ourselves  from  idols.'' 

This  masterly  synopsis,  and  paraphrase,  of  the 
spirit,  rather  than  of  the  letter  of  this  Epistle, 
furnishes  internal  evidence,  that  it  was  reallj 
written  by  Athanasius  himself;  and,  accordingly, 
it  is  ascribed  to  him  by  the  ablest  critics,  Dupin, 
Simon^  and  fVetsteifi.    The  Betiedictifie  Editors 
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6f  his  works,  however,  followed  by  Griesbachf 
wish  to  ascribe  it  to  Euthalius^  Elias  Cretensis'j 
or  some  other  ancient  writer ;  the  former,  desirous 
to  invalidate  his  evidence  against  the  Apocryphal 
Books  of  Tobit,  fVisdom,  Ecclesiasticus,  and 
Baruch,  as  not  Canonical,  which  the  Council  of 
Trent  pronounced  to  be  Canonical,  under  the 
anathema  of  Pope  Pii/,f  IV. 's  bull:  the  latter,  to 
get  rid  of  his  stubborn  testimony  to  the  disputed 

clause,    in  the  expression,    rrjv  Ivor^ra  ns  Cuts  'n^os  roy 

•rxTBpx,  because  that  unity  is  taught  no  where  else 
in  the  Epistle.  If  it  be  Objected,  that  no  notice  is 
taken  of  the  Holy  Spirit,  the  third  person  of  the 
Trinity,  it  may  be  answered,  that  it  is  plainly 
intimated,  and  tacitly  opposed  to  the  Sabellian 
doctrine  of  Pra.reas,  at  the  besinninji. 

And  AtJianasius  himself,  in  his  apology  to  the 
Emperor  Constantius,  repelling  the  charge  of 
having  held  a  secret  correspondence  with  the  late 
Emperor  Constans,  the  brother  and  the  rival  of 
Constantius,  furnishes  the  following  strong  pre- 
sumptive evidence,  that  he  wrote  the  Synopsis. 

"  I  did  not  write  to  your  brother,  except  when" 
the  Eusebian  party  wrote  to  him  against  me,  and 
1  found  it  necessary,  while  I  was  still  at  Alexan- 
dria^ to  apologize  for  myself:  and  [except]  when 
he  ordered  me  to  compose  tablets  of  the  Holy 
Scriptures;   which   I  did,   and   sent   them,     (xat 

ot;  liUKTix  Twv  Seio/v  ypoc^uv  x£Xey<TavTor  auTU  (xoi  Kara' 
aHtvaaxt,  ruvrx.  TioiriTas,  aTTis^nXa.)  For  when  I  apolo- 
gize,   it  is  lit  that  I  should   tell  truth  to    your 
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Majesty.'*  See  the  Original,  Travis,  p.  152;  or 
Nolan,  p.  131,  132,  note. 

The  Benedictine  Editors  wishing,  at  any  rate, 
to  get  rid  of  the  Synopsis,  supposed  that  St.  Atha* 
fiasius  prepared  an  edition  of  the  Holy  Scriptures, 
under  the  auspices  of  the  Emperor  Constans,  and 
that  his  revisal  was  made,  A.  D.  340,  Nolan,  p. 
131,  132  ;  but  the  term  TivKno-v  (which  is  a  dimi- 
nutive from  TzuKTQs,)  rather  signifies  a  tablet,  or 
s7naU  roll  *  ;  than  a  large  volume,  such  as  the 
Bible,  and  it  is  so  applicable  to  a  Synopsis,  or 
abridgement  of  the  Scriptures,  which  Constans 
might  uaturally  desire ;  that  we  cannot  hesitate  to 
prefer  its  application  to  the  Synopsis  ;  with  which 
it  so  exactly  corresponds.  The  Benedictines 
wished,  indeed,  to  place  the  Synopsis  among  the 
dubia  of  Athanasius.  And  some  ascribe  it  to 
another  Athanasius^  who  flourished  near  the  end 
of  the  Jifth  century.  Tliis  opinion  was  adopted 
by  Mill,  with  some  hesitation,  and  by  Wetstein, 
positively.  But  even  if  true,  the  Synopsis  is 
valuable  for  its  Antiquity :  And  surely  some 
respect  is  due  to  the  Jii^st  Editors,  who  inserted 
it  among  the  genuine  works  of  the  Nice?ie  Fathers ; 
and  who  were  free  from  the  prejudices  of  the 
Benedictines. 

4.  In  the  works  of  Athanasius  is  printed  a 
Dialogue,  supposed  to  have  taken  place  between 

•   Svidas    explains    irvKJiot — ^t?Ako»,    irttaxihey,    "    d  Uttls 
iooh;*  z  "  little  tubkt,"    See  Luke  J.  63. 
2 
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AtharMs'ms  and  Arius,  at  NicCf  in  which  is  tlv« 
following  passage : 

"  But  further,  is  not  that  quickening  and 
sanctifying  baptism,  productive  of  remission  of 
sins,  without  which,  7io  one  shall  see  the  kingdom 
of  heaven,   given  to  the  faithful,    by  the  thrice 

blessed  appellation  ?    (tv  t^i  rpta/xaxa^nje  ovoixaaigc^   [of 

the  Father,  Son,  and  Holi/  Spirit.]  And  beside 
all  these  [texts,]  John  affirms,  *  and  these  three 
are  one.'''  Athanas.  op.  Paris,  l69S,  Vol.  II.  p. 
5t29,  or  Travis,  p.  143,  32. 

This  admirable  collection  and  condensation  of 
texts  relative  to  Baptism  and  the  Trinity,  con- 
duding  with  an  express  appeal  to  the  disputed 
clause;  namely,  Mark  i.  3;  Matt.  iii.  11;  John 
iii.  3 — 5;  Tit.  iii.  5;  Matt,  xxviii.  19;  1  John 
V.  7 ;  is  so  conformable  to  the  spirit  of  the 
Synopsis,  and  so  worthy  of  Athanasius  himself, 
that  I  can  scared}^  be  persuaded  that  it  was  written 
by  any  other. 

Griesbach  is  blind  to  this  evidence :  and  thus 
dogmatically  censures  the  passage  : — ''  Yl^os  5e  rsrois 
voLdt,  (beside  other  arguments  and  texts  proving 
the  Trinity,  in  great  measure,  ijiost  irrelevantly 

a[)plieo,j   xaj    Icuavvvis   (paffxei*    xxt   ol   r^ets   to   Iv    eiaiv," 

Diatribe,  p.  [10.]  Here  Griesbach  misprints  the 
concluding  clausule ;  which,  in  the  Benedictine 
edition,  is  xa»  ol  r^sig  ev  £i<jiv.  It  is  clearly  a  typo- 
graphical error,  from  the  omission  of  ciy,  before  ro. 

Sir  Isaac  Nezvton,  indeed,  whom  we  are  sony 
to  see  among  the  assailants  of  the  disputed  clause, 
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thus  objects  to  ■'  the  feigned  disputation  of  Atha^ 
7iasius  with  Alius  at  Nice  : — For  the  words  cited 
are  only,  '  These  three  are  one,''  without  naming 
the  persons  of  the  Trinity  before  ihem*."     How 

t  Dr.  Carpenter,  Mr.  Belsham,  and  the  Unitarian  School 
\n  general,  are  anxious  to  claim  in  their  favour,  the  high 
authority  of  Sir  Jsaa,c  Newton,  tliat  great  philosopher,  as  a 
Sabellian,  Sacinian,  or  Arian,  from  his  posthumous  Letters  to 
Le  Clerc,  first  correctly  published  in  Horslefs  edition  of 
tis  works,  Vol.  V.     But  the  imputation  is  calumnious: 

1.  Sir  Isaac  had  the  highest  veneration  for  the  Scriptures 
in  general,  and  for  the  writings  of  St.  John  in  particular^ 
whose  Apocalypse  he  has  ably  illustrated.  And  in  these 
Letters  thus  expresses  himself: — "  I  have  that  honour  for  St# 
John,  as  to  believe  that  he  wrote  good  sense  ;  and,  therefore, 
do  most  implicitly  take  that  sense  to  be  his,  which  is,  [o^' 
which  at  least  appears  tp  me  to  be]  the  best,"  Newtou't 
Works,  Vol.  V.  p.  530. 

2.  The  allegorical  explanation  of  1  John  v.  8,  Sir  Isaac 
rejected  as  "  forced,  strained,  and  corrupt." — "  It  seems," 
says  he,  "  to  have  been  invented  by  the  Montunists,  to  give 
countenance  to  their  Trinity."  The  Montanists  were  Sabel- 
Uans  according  to  Jerome,  "  including  the  Trinity  within  the 
narrow  precincts  oi  one  person,"  (Trinitatein  in  unius  personce 
angustias  concludeutes.)  Newton,  therefore  in  condemning 
their  Tiinity,  proved  that  he  was  no  Sabellian. 

3.  "  The  Socinians,"  says  he,  "  have  dealt  too  injuriously 
with  Cyprian,  while  they  would  have  this  place  corrupted : 
[namely,  his  citation  of  the  three  heavenly  witnesses  in  the 
text,]  for  Cyprian  in  another  place,  (Epist.  ad  Jiibianum,} 
repeats  the  same  thing.  These  places  of  Cyprian,  being  in 
?ny  opinion  genuine,  seem  so  apposite  to  prove  the  testimony 
of  the  three  in  heaven,  that  I  should  never  have  suspected  a 
mistake  in  it,  (viz.  the  seventh  verse,)  could  I  but  have  re- 
conciled it  with  the  i^norqnce  I  met  with  of  this  reading,  in 
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was  it  possible  for  Sir  Isaac  to  overlook  the 
x^\e\i.axa^iaL  ovo^jt.amx  of  the  preceding  sentence,  which 
rendered  the  repetition  unnecessary.     And  as  for 


the  ?fext  ago  [to  Ci/prians"]  among  the  Latins  of  Loth  Africa 
ami  Europe,  as  well  as  among  the  Greeks."  Newton,  there- 
fore, in  censuring  the  Socinians  for  their  ill  treatment  of 
Cyprian,  proved  that  he  was  no  Secinian.  And  his  objection 
to  the  text,  froin  tlie  supposed  silence  of  the  Greek  and 
Latin  Fathers  of  tlie  ensuing  age,  being  founded  throughout 
on  mistake  or  misrepresentation  of  the  testimonies  oi  Jerome ^ 
Pheebadius,  Augustine,  Eucherius,  Athanasius,  Gregory  Na- 
zianzen,  Euthyinius  Zugubenus,  &c.  had  he  been  better  iw- 
J'ormtd  on  the  subject,  he  must,  upon  his  own  principles, 
have  acquiesced  in  Cyprian's  testimony;  joined  to  the  in- 
ternal tvidence,  to  which  he  docs  not  appear  to  have  paid 
any  attention. 

4.  Neuton  was  no  Arinn,  ss  proved  by  JVhiston's  testimony, 
in  his  Memoirs  of  his  own  Life,  Vol.  I.  p.  24-9,  250. 

"  On  or  about  the  year  1720,  I  take  it  to  liave  been,  that 
I  was  refused  to  be  admitted  a  Member  of  the  Royal  Society 
by  Sir  Isaac  Newton.  The  case  was  this  :  Sir  Hans  Sloane, 
Dr.  Edmund  llalley,  and  myself,  were  once  together  at 
Child's  Coffee-house  in  St,  Paul's  Church-yard ;  and  Dr. 
llalley  asked  me  why  I  was  not  a  Member  of  that  Society  f 
I  answered,  because  they  durst  not  choose  an  heretick. 
Upon  which  Dr.  Halley  said  to  Sir  Hans  Sloane,  that  if  he 
would  propose  me,  he  would  second  it  [himself:]  which  was 
done  accordingly.  When  Sir  Isa&c  Newton  heard  this,  he 
was  greatly  concerned  ;  and  by  what  I  then  heard,  closeted 
some  of  the  Members,  in  order  to  get  rid  of  me  :  and  told 
them,  that  if  I  was  chosen  a  Member,  he  would  not  be  Pre- 
sident." 

For  this  curious  and  authentic  fact,  I  am  immediately  in- 
debted to  Bishop  Burgess's  Third  Address  t»  the  Persons 
calling  themselves  Unitarians,  1815,    P.  21. 
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the  charge  of  "  feigned,'''  nothing  is  easier  to 
bring,  nor  harder  to  provCj  nor  more  truly  repre- 
hensible, especially  in  high  and  imposing  charac- 
ters, than  "  idle  assertion.''    (Matt.  xii.  36\) 

The  internal  evidence,  we  have  seen,  strongly 
supports  its  authenticity  ;  and,  surely,  the  eaj^li/ 
traditions  that  ranked  it  among  the  genuine 
remains  of  this  most  celebrated  of  the  Orthodox 
Fathers,  is  entitled  to  more  respect  than  the  hardy 
7iegation  of  a  few  modern  critics ;  interested  in 
depreciating  the  authority  of  the  passage,  because 
jt  militates  most  decidedly  against  their  prejudices. 
Upon  both  accounts,  therefore,  we  shall  not  hesi- 
tate to  attribute  the  passage,  either  to  Athanasins 
himself,  or  to  some  contemporary  writer,  tho- 
roughly conversant  in  his  doctrines. 

4.  Athanasiiis  is  succeeded  by  Gregory  Na- 
zianzen,  his  contemporary,  A.  D.  370,  whose 
learning  and  piety  will  consecrate  his  name  to  the 
latest  times.  This  eloquent  writer  and  acute 
critic  has  given  the  following  admirable  specimen 
of  his  discriminating  talents,  (more  closely  trans- 
lated,) from  his  sublime  Oration  on  the  Holy 
Lights;  in  perfect  unison  with  Athanasiiis.  (Greg.- 
Nazian.  Orat.  39,  or  Travis,  p.  49.  Appendix, 
xxvii.  p.  25.) 

After  apologizing  for  the  repetitions  in  his  dis- 
course, which  he  ascribes  to  the  awful  impression 
made  on  his  voice,  his  conceptions,  and  his  under- 
standing, whenever  he  uttered  the  name  of  God  ; 
he  thus  proceeds : 
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*'  When  I  speak  of  God,  may  ye  be  shone 
round  about  by  the  ane,  and  the  three  lights  t 
(ivi  <^uri,  «-egjar§a(fir)T6,  xai  t^icti.)  Three,  indeed,  ac- 
cording to  ih^'w properties  or  subsistences,  (if  any 
©ne  so  chuse  to  call  them,)  or  their  persons  ;  (for 
we  will  not  cavil  about  naynes,  so  long  as  the 
words  lead  to  the  same  meaning,)  but  one  in  res- 
pect to  their  being,  or  Godhead.  For  [the  God- 
head] is  divided  undividedly,  (as  I  may  so  say,) 
and  is  conjoinc^i  dividedly  :  for  the  Godhead  is 
one  in  three,  and  the  three,  one:  namely, 
the  [three]  in  whom  is  the  Godhead,  or  to  speak 
more  accurately,  (which  is  the  Godliead.)     h  yx^ 

n  T§i(Tiv,  %  ©EOTWf,  Kdt  ra  rqix  iv'  tx,   tv  oU  vt  ©cornr,  m 

(to  ax5{/2es-£go*  ejxciv)  a,  7)  ©eorrjs. )  The  redundancies 
and  ellipses,  we  will  omit :  neither  rendering  the 
unity,    confusion ;    nor  the  division,    separation. 

(hts    TTiv    svwffjv,    auy^uaiv   spya^ofjisvoi,    are    mv    J»a(§£ff»v^ 

tfXXoTgiwffiv.)  For  let  us  equally  avoid  the  SabelUan 
confusion  [of  persons :]  and  the  Arian  division 
[of  substance :]  errors,  diametrically  opposite  in- 
deed, but  ranking  equally  in  impiety :  for  why 
should  v.e  either  compound  God  erroneously,  or 
divide  him  unequally?  '  For  to  us  [believers,'] 
there  is  one  God,  the  Father,  of  whom  are  all 
things ;  and  one  Lord,  Jesus  Christ,  by  whom 
are  all  things;  and  one  Holy  Ghost,  in 
whom  are  all  things  ;'  ( 1  Cor.  viii.  6,)  these  ex- 
pressions, '  of  whom,  by  whom,  in  zchom,^  not 
separating  the  natures ;  (for  neither  the  proposi- 
tions, nor  the  arrangement  of  the  names,  would 
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warrant  it,)  but  characterising  the  properties  of 
one  and  the  same  unconfused  nature.  And  this  is 
evident,  because  they  are  again  collected  into  one ; 
if  the  declaration  of  the  same  Apostle  be  not  negli- 
gently read,  namely,  '  of  him,  and  by  him,  and 
to  him,  are  all  things :  to  Hiin  be  glory  for  ever- 
more, Amen.'  (Rom.  xi.  36.)  The  Fathek, 
is  Father,  and  xvithout  beginning  ;  for  he  is  not 
from  any  one :  The  Son,  is  Son,  and  not  xvithout 
beginning ;  because  he  is  of  the  Father :  but  if 
you  reckon  his  beginning  from  time,  he  also  is 
without  beginning ;  for  Me  is  the  maker  of  times^ 
and,  therefore,  not  subject  to  times.  The 
Spirit,  is  truly  Holy  Spirit,  proceeding  indeed 
from  the  Father,  but  not  like  the  Son  ;  not  by 
generation,  but  by  procession.  If  we  may  be 
allowed  in  any  wise  to  innovate  concerning  names, 
for  the  sake  of  perspicuity,  neither  does  the 
Father  cease  to  be  unbegotten,  (sxs-avros-  ms 
aysvvoiffiaf)  because  he  begat ;  nor  the  Son,  to  be 
begotten,  because  he  is  from  the  unbegotten 
Father  (for  how  could  that  be?)  nor  is  the 
Spirit  absorbed  either  in  the  Father,  or  in  the 
Son;  because  he  hath  proceeded,  and  because  he 
is  God;  although  not  acknowledged  by  the 
Atheists.  Therefore,  as  \we  have  said,  there  is 
one  God  in  three  [per.sonsi  and   these  three  are 

one.  (sjiT  av  ©£or  £V  roiai,  kcc}  rcc  rqicc  Iv.) 

This  luminous  metaphysical  argument,  uncur- 
tailed,  furnishes,  perhaps,  the  best  comment  any 
where  to  be  found,  on  the  leading  doctrine  of  ihe 

VOL.  II.  O 
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Atlianasian  Creed,  nithout  descending;  into  its 
Subsequent  subtleties,  or  "  redundances'  of  expo- 
sition, which  this  enlightened  Father  discreetly 
omitted  :  he  also  avoided  its  innovations  in  the 
language  of  Scripture  ;  which  he  thought  scarcely 
allowable,  even  for  the  sake  of  perspicuity :  e*  Xa 

ri  Kxi  xaivoTO/otyiTaj  "Kf^i  rx  ovofxarXf  axipwsiui  Ivexa*  anCl, 

therefore,  he  has  introduced  sparingly,  the  tech- 
nical   terms,     i^torrirx^,   vtio^ocans,   ■Tr^O'Twrra,  uyt^vfirnaff 

&c.  2.  It  has  introduced  a  most  valuable  emen- 
dation of  the  received  reading,  1  Cor.  viii.  6,  in 
the  additional  clause,  xon  h  hmw^^ol  ayiov,  ev  u  tx  itx^xxt 
which  is  evidently  required  by  the  text,  and  con- 
text; and  was  actually  quoted  as  a  part  of  the 
passage  by  Linus,  A.  D.  78,  in  his  history  of  the 
Martyrdom  of  St.  Peter  and  St.  Paul ;  by  Igna- 
tius, A.  D.  110;  by  Easily  the  friend  and  corres- 
pondent oi  Gregoi'y  Nazianzen,  A.  D.  3i)6;  by 
Epiphanius,  A.  D.  3^8 ;  by  Eucherius,  A.  D. 
414;  by  John  Damascenus,  A.  D.  730;  and  by 
Nicelas,  in  the  thirteenth  century,  who  wrote  a 
commentary  on  the  works  of  Gregory  Nazianzen. 
See  the  authorities,  Travis,  pp.  16 1  — 166*.  It 
was  probably  dropped  out  of  the  original  text,  by 
some  careless  transcriber,  stopping  short  at  the 
second  Ttxtra,  or  confounding  it  with   the  third. 

*  Criesbach  omits  all  those  authorities,  except  Gregory 
Nazianzen,  John  Damascams,  and  Nicetas.  He  adds,  how- 
ever, Euthyinius  and  the  Slino/iic  version,  ancient  edition^ 
find  sonic  manuscripts,  omitted  by  Travis,  thus  strengthening 
his  authorities. 
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And  this  defalcation,  in  some  copies,  -^vas  as 
early  as  the  days  of  Epiplianius^  who  at  first 
quoted  the  text  defectively ;  though  he  aiterwards 
supplied  the  last  clause.     See  Travis,  p.  163. 

Naz'umzcn,  therefore,  stands  acquitted  of  the 
charge  of  wilful  misquotation  of  1  Cor.  viii.  6, 
and,  consequently,  is  an  unexceptionable  wit- 
ness to  the  authenticity  of  1  John  v.  7,  the 
spirit  of  which  he  has  so  clearly  expressed,  by 
combining  it  with  the  former  texts  expressive  of 
the  Trinity. 

These  powerful  testimonies  of  the  Greek  Fathers, 
Athanasius,  and  Gregory  Nazianzen,  are  crowned 
by  the  ancient 

5.  Liturgies  of  the  Greek  Church.  Among 
other  portions  of  Scripture,  this  verse  is  directed 
by  the  Greek  Rituals  to  be  in  its  course,  in  the 
thirty-fifth  week  of  the  year.  See  Dr.  Thomas 
Smith's  Miscellanea,  l68f).  Lend.  p.  155,  oy 
Martins  La  Verity.  Part.  ii.  chap.  5. 

To  these  we  may  add  the  Ordo  Romamis,  or 
primitive  Liturgy  of  the  Latin  Church ;  which  re- 
cites this  verse  in  the  offices  for  Trinity  Sunday, 
and  for  the  Octave  of  Easter ;  and  also  in  the 
office  for  the  Administration  of  Baptism.  Travis, 
p.  60,  61. 

6.  The  Confession  of  Faith  of  the  Greek 
Church  thus  introduces  the  clause : 

*'  God,  in  his  nature,  is  true  and  eternal,  and 
the  Creator  of  all  things,  visible  and  invisible; 
such  also  is  the  Son,  and  the  Holy  Spirit. 

o  2 
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They  are  also  of  the  same  essence  among  them- 
selves, accordinfT  to  the  doctrine  of  John  the 
Evangelist,  who  says,  '  there  are  three  that  bear 
ieslimoni)  in  Ileaien,  xnt:  Father,  the  Word, 
and  THE  Holy  Spirit,  and  these  three  are 
ONE.'"     iS'/z/i/f/^i' Miscellanea,  ibid. 

These  two  last  testimonies  are  decisive  in  favour 
of  the  authenticity  of  the  clause.  For,  surely, 
when  we  consider  the  lasting  schism  that  prevailed 
between  the  Greek  and  Latin  Churches,  from  the 
time  of  the  Arian  and  Athanasian  Controversy, 
about  the  Homo-ousian  and  Homoi-ousian  doc- 
trine of  the  Father  and  of  the  Son ;  and  about  the 
procession  of  the  Holy  Spirit  from  the  Father  and 
from  the  Son ;  which  was  maintained  from  both 
by  the  Latin  Church ;  but  contested  respecting 
tiie  latter  by  the  Greek,  inasmuch  as  the  pj^o- 
cession  of  the  Holy  Spirit  from  the  Son,  is  not 
expressly  asserted  in  Scripture,  though  it  may 
fairly  be  implied  *  ;  w-e  may  rest  assured  that  the 
Greek  Clmrcli  .would  never  have  adopted  the 
clause  merely  upon  the  authority  of  the  Latin, 
if  they  had  not  sufficient  vouchers  for  it  in  their, 
own  Greek  Verity ;    and  even,   perhaps,   in  the 

•  That  tilt-  Holu  Ghost  preceeds  from  the  Father,  we  Icani 
from  the  express  authority  oi  Chmt,  who  says,  "  the  Spirit 
of  Truth  which  pro.teddh  iVom  the  I'iUher."  John  xv.  2(J. 
In  the  same  verse  he  s;iys  :  "  1  will  send  the  Spirit."  And 
St.  Paul  tells  the  Galatiaiis,  "  God  hath  satt  forth  the  Spirit 
of  his  Son  into  yuur  hearts."  Gal.  iv.  6.  Hence  we  infer, 
L!;at  the  Spirit  ;>roacc/5  from  the  Son  also. 
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autograph  and  prbnari/  copies  of  St.  JoJms  Epis- 
tles, which  were  probably  subsistinLj;  in  the  Church 
of  Epficaiis,  tjll  the  end  of  vaq  Joartli  century,  at 
least*.'  We  may  now  revert,  vviih  greater  confi- 
dence, to  the  Latin  Fathers. 

7.  Phcebadiiis,  A,  D.  o59,  in  his  controversy 
with  the  Arians,  cap.  xiv.  writes,  "  The  Lord  says, 
/  will  ask  of  my  Fatlier,  and  He  will  give  you 
another  advocated  (John  xiv.  16.)  Thus,  the 
Spirit  is  another  from  the  Son;  as  the  Son  is 
another  from  the  Father ;  so,  the  third  person  is 
intheSpiiit,  as  the  second  is  in  the  Son.  All, 
however,  are  one  God,  because  the  three  are  one, 
(tres  unumsuut. )"  Nolan,  p.  291.  Here,  1  John 
V.  7,  is  evidently  connected,  as  a  Scriptural  argu- 
ment, with  Jolm  xiv.  \6.  With  Phcebadius  con^ 
cur  his  contemporaries.  Marcus  Celedensis,  and 
Idatius  Claras,  See  Nolan,  ibid. 

8.  Jerom,  A  D  3S4.  His  important  testimony 
was  given  before.  It  is  to  be  regietted,  however, 
that  he  injured  the  eighth  verse  by  the  omission  of 
the  clausule. 

9.  Augustine,  A.D.  393,  the  friend  and  cor- 
respondent of  Jerome.  In  his  commentary  on 
this  chapter,  he  uses  these  expressions:  "  And 
why  is  Christ  the  end?  Because  Christ  is  Gud^ 
and  the  end  of  the  commandment  is  love,  and  God 

*  The  author  (if  the  Chronicon  Alexandr'mum,  in  the  fourth 
century,  athrms,  that  the  originals  of  lS.t.  John's  writingrs 
^verc  then  preserved  at  Ephesus, 
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is  lo'ce :  because  the  Father,  and  the  Son,  and  the 
Holy  Spirit,  aj'e  oiie.'^ — Here  the  foregoing  refer- 
ences to  1  'iim.  i.  J;  1  John  iv.  ](5,  decide  tlie 
last  refereuce  to  1  John  v.  7;  which  he  expresses 
more  luliy  against  Maximinus  the  Arian  : 

"  For  there  are  tliree  persons,  the  Father,  and 
the  Son,  and  the  Holy  Spirit.  And  these  three 
are  one,  because  they  are  of  one  substance :  and 
tiiey  are  completely  one,  for  where  there  is  no  di- 
versity of  nature,  there  is  no  diversity/  of  xcilL 
These  three,  therefore,  who  are  one,  on  account 
of  the  ineffable  conjunction  of  the  Deity  in  which 
they  are  ineffably  united,  is  one  God.''  Travis, 
Append.  No.  xxiv.  p.  24.   SeealsoA'o/r//?,p.  J52. 

In  the  expression,  sunime  unum,  "  completely 
one,"  Augustine  included  the  twofold  sense  of 
unity,  both  of  nature  and  of  will. 

10.  Eucherius,  A.D.  434.  ^'  In  the  Epistle 
of  John,  there  are  three  that  bear  witness  in  hea- 
ven, the  Father,  the  Word,  and  the  Holy  Spirit. 
— And  thej-e  are  three  that  bear  witness  in  earth, 
the  Spirit,  the  Water,  and  the  Blood." — Nolan, 
p.  ;2^2.  Here  the  ciausules  are  omitted,  through 
looseness  of  quotation. 

Passing  over  other  inferior  testimonies  of  later 
writers,  htde,  &c.  we  shall  close  the  evidence  of 
the  Latin  Fathers,  with  the  signal  testimony  of 

11.  The  confession  of  Faith  of  the  African 
prelates,  assembled  at  Carthage,  A.  D.  484,  by 
the  decree  of  king  Huneric,  ihc  Fandal  and  Arian, 
fiom  Ajrica,  Mauritania,  Sardinia,  and  Corsica, 
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amounting  to  365,  to  defend,  by  Scripture,  the 
Homo-oiisian  doctrine  of  the  consubstantiality  of 
the  Son  with  the  Father,  against  the  Ar'ian  pre- 
lates, which  is  recorded  by  Victor  Vitensis,  one  of 
the  attending  orthodox  Bishops,  in  his  History  of 
the  Vandal  persecutio7i.  See  Travis,  Append. 
No.  XXXI.  p.  28—52,  where  it  is  given  at  full 
length. 

"  When  they  were  assembled  at  the  place  ap- 
pointed for  the  conference,  Cyril,  the  Arian  pa- 
triaich,  who  was  appointed  the  king's  legate,  de- 
clined the  controversy,  under  pretext  of  not  under- 
standing Latin ;  he  raised  a  tumult,  and  ordered 
all  the  Catholics  present  to  be  beaten  xvith  a  huri' 
dred  clubs.  Upon  this,  Eugenius,  the  venerable 
Bishop  of  Carthage,  and  his  associates,  being 
denied  a  fair  and  candid  hearing,  retired,  but  first 
gave  in  a  formal  Profession  of  their  Faith,  which 
they  had  provided  for  the  occasion  signed  by  four 
bishops  of  their  body,  in  the  name  of  the  whole." 
This  masterly  argument,  fully  exhausuve  of  ihe 
subject  in  all  its  branches,  is  too  long  for  inser- 
tion in  this  place.  A  i^w  extracts  from  it  may 
serve  to  shew  how  conversant  these  African  pre- 
lates were  in  the  Holy  Scriptures. — Alas!  huzv  are 
the  mighty  fallen  ! — in  that  benighted  quarter  of 
the  world. 

A    PROFESSION    OF    CATHOLIC    FAITH. 

**  In  obedience  to  the  royal  edict  requiring  us 
to  gixe  an  account  of  the  Catholic  Faith  which 
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^^ehol(l;  as  far  as  the  mediocrity  of  our  talents 
vill  admit,  we  shall  attempt,  with  tlie  divine  aid, 
brieHy  to  intimate,  what  we  believe  and  preach. 

"  First,  therefore,  we  are  informed,  that  we  must 
give  an  account  of  the  unity  of  the  substance  of 
the  Father  and  of  the  Sun,  which  the  Greeks  call 

0{XOiS<Jl  V. 

'*  We   profe?s,  that  the  Father,  and  the  Son, 
and  the  Holy  Spirit,  do  so  subsist  in  the  unity  of 
the  Godhead,  that  the  Father  subsists  in  the  pro- 
priety of  his  own  person  ;  and  that,  notwithstand- 
ing,  the  Son  exists  in  his  proper  person,  and  the 
Floly  Spirit  retains  the  propriety  of  his  person  ; 
this  we  do  acknowledge  in  faithful  confessions  :  not 
asserting,   that  the  Father  is  the  same  as  the  Son  ; 
nor  confessing,  the  Son  to  be  [the  same]  as  the 
Father  or  the  Holy  Spirit ;  nor  do  we  so  receive 
the  Holy  Spirit,  as  that  he  is  either  the  Father  or 
the  Son  :  but  we  do  believe  that  the  Father  is  un- 
begotten,  that  the  Son  is  begotten  of  the  Father, 
and  that  the  Holy  Spirit  is  proceeding  from  the 
Father  and  the  Son  ;  of  one  substance  or  essence ; 
because,  of  the  unbcgotten  Father,  of  the  begotten 
Son,  and  of  the  proceeding  Holy  Spirit,  there  is 
one  Godhead,   but  three  proprieties  of  persons. 
And,  forasmuch,  as  Heresy  springing  up,  hath  in- 
troduced a  certain  novelty  (novitatem  quan- 
dam)  contrary  to  this  CaiJwUcov  Apostolic  Faith, 
asserting,  that  the  Son  is  nut  begotten  of  the  sub- 
stance of  the  Fatlier,  but  subsists  from  nothing  :  in 
order  to  lefute  and  entirely  abolish  this  profession 
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of  impiety,  which  had  sprung  up  against  the  Faith, 
tlie  Greek  term  hixo^sioi  was  introduced  [in  the 
Nicene  Creed]  which  is  interpreted  '  of  the  same 
substance  or  essence;^  signif3ing  that  the  Son  is  not 
of  nothing,  nor  of  any  other  substance,  but  that 
he  is  bm^n  of  the  Father. 

"  For,  that  the  unity  of  the  substance,  and 
equality  of  the  divinity  of  the  Father  and  of  the 
Son,  may  be  shewn,  [our  Lord]  himself  saith  in  the 
Gospel,  "  /  and  the  Father  are  one,  (John  x.  30,) 
which  is  referred  not  only  to  unity  of  will,  but  to 
one  and  the  same  substance;  because  he  saith  not, 
,  I  and  the  Father  have  one  tvill,  but  we  are  onCj 
(non  unum  'volumus,  sed  iinum  sumus''} 

Alter  an  elaborate  enumeration  of  texts  from  the 
Old  and  New  Testaments,  proving  the  antiquity 
and  certainty  of  the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity  in 
Unity:  these  learned  confessors  appeal  to  that 
most  important  and  decisive,  but  most  mysterious 
text  of  St.  Paul,  1  Cor.  xii.  4 — 11,  for  the  first 
time  that  we  have  seen  it  so  applied  by  any  of  the 
Fathers : 

"  For  the  Apostle  saith,  '  There  are  divislojis 
of  gifts,  but  the  same  Spirit;  and  divisions  of 
administrations,  but  the  same  Lord;  and  divi- 
sions of  operations,  but  the  same  God  who  work- 
eth  all  in  all.  And  certainly,  he  hath  taught  that 
the  Holy  Spirit  worketh  these  differences  of  divi- 
sions according  to  the  quahty  and  merit  of  the 
partakers,  when  he  distributed  the  differences  of 
the  graces  themselves ;  saying  at  the  conclusion, 
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bni  all  these  worketh  the  one  and  the  same 
SPIRIT,  dividing  severally  to  every  one  according 
as  Jte  willeth.^  Whence,  there  is  no  room  left  for 
doubt,  but  rather  it  clearly  appears,  that  the  Holy 
Spiuit  is  both  God,  and  the  Doer  of  /lis  own  will; 
who  worketh  all  things,  and  bestovveth  the  gifts  of 
divine  dispensation,  according  to  the  choice  of  his 
own  will ;  as  most  evidently  demonstrated :  be- 
cause, where  a  voluntary  distribution  is  affirmed, 
there  is  no  appearance  of  the  conditiijn  of  ser- 
vitude." 

And  then,  they  thus  immediately  connect  this 
irrefragable  text,  with  1  John  v.  7. 

"  And  that  we  [rightly]  teach  that  the  Holy 
Spirit  is  of  one  divinity  with  the  Father  and  tlie 
Son,  is  proved  still  clearer  than  the  light,  by  the 
testimony  of  John  the  Evangelist,  for  he  saith, 
*  There  are  three  that  bear  witness  in  heaven, 

THE  FATHER,  THE  WORD,  and  THE  HOLY  SPIRIT, 
AND  THESE  THREE  ARE  ONE." 

Here,  these  orthodox  Fathers  boldly  appeal  to 
this  concluding  text,  as  decisive  to  prove  their  ar- 
gument clearer  than  the  light ;  which  surely  they 
would  not  have  ventured  to  do,  if  the  verse  was 
either  doubtjul  or  spurious.   And  the  sullen  silence 
with  which  the  appeal  thereto  was  received   by 
Cyril  and  his  Arian  associates,  when  the  protest 
was  read  to  them,  affords  the  most  decisive  and 
satisfactory  proof,  tliat  they  were  unable  to  impeach 
its  authenticity :  which  was  the  more  incumbent 
upon  tli^^m  to  have  done,   because  the  protest 
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openly  accused  them  of  holding  an  impious  7ioveUj/^ 
contrary  to  the  primitive.  Apostolic,  and  Catholic 
faith. 

12.  In  the  catalogue  of  the  prelates  assembled 
at  Carthage,  on  this  occasion,  by  Hutieric,  the 
name  of  VigiUus,  bishop  of  Tapsum,  occurs.  And 
his  testimony  coincidei;  so  nearly  with  tlie  protest, 
that  Bengelius  and  Porson  conjecture,  that  Vigi" 
lius  was  the  author  of  the  protest,  and  that  from 
him,  Victor  Vitensis  inserted  it  in  his  history  of  th© 
Vandal  persecutions. 

In  his  controversy  with  Varimadus  the  Arian^ 
Vigilius,  indeed,  thus  quotes  the  testimony  of  the 
six  witnesses. — John  the  Evangelist  says,  "  In 
the  beginning  was  the  JVord,  and  the  Word  was 
with  God,  and  the  Word  was  God,'''  (John  i.  1.) — 
also  in  his  epistle  to  the  Parthians :  "  There  are 
three  that  bear  witness  in  eai'th,  the  water,  the 
blood,  and  the  Jlesh  (caro)  and  these  three  are  in 
us  :  (in  nobis  sunt)  and  there  are  three  that  bear 
witness  in  Heaven,  the  Father,  the  JVord,  and 
the  Spirit,  and  these  three  are  one.'' 

It  is  rather  surprising,  that  neither  Bengelius, 
Porson,  nor  Griesbach,  (who  cites  both  Fathers, 
and  adduces  the  texta,)  could  perceive  the  marked 
variation  between  the  quotations  of  Victor  Vitensis, 
and  of  Vigilius  Tapsensis.  1 .  The  latter  recites 
the  testimony  of  the  earthly  witnesses ;  and  this, 
incorrectly,  substituting  caro  for  Spiritus,  and  in 
7iobis  for  uniim,  but  this  testimony  is  omitted  by 
the  former.     S.   Vigilius  proves  the  divinity  of 
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Verhum  (the  JVonl)  by  reference  to  the  begin- 
ning of  St.  John's  Gospel ;  which  proof  is  entirely 
omitted  by  Victor.  The  assertion  of  Grieshachy 
therefore,  is  unwarranted,  namely,  "  Vigilius  Tap- 
sens'is  seems  to  us  to  have  been  the  first  ^  who, 
near  the  close  of  the  fftk  cenfurij,  clearly  ap- 
pealed to  the  heavenly  KHtnesses  in  his  book  against 
Varimaclus  the  Aria)i,  which  he  wrote  under  the 
assumed  name  Idac'ius  Clarus,"'  p.  [18].  And, 
again,  "  Tl)e  controverted  seventh  verse  depends 
chief y,  \f  net solch/,  on  the  tesfimoxy,  credit, 
AND  AUTHORITY  of  VigiUus  Tapscusis,  and  the 
books  attiibutcd  to  him,"  p  [21].  For,  surely, 
Victor  Vitensis,  the  historian,  and  the  public  do- 
cument of  the  protest  of  near  ^00  African  prelates, 
at  Carthage,  A.  D.  484,  are  of  much  higher  au- 
thority than  the  inaccurate  quotation  of  an  obscure 
individual,  like  Vigilius  Tapsensis.  who  was  either 
ashaiii'^d,  or  afraid,  to  write  in  his  own  name!  — 
-On  this  noble  and  spirited  j)ublic  cotijessian  of 
fatthy  as  on  a  rock,  unassailable  by  Unitarian  so- 
phistiy,  stands  forward,  immoveable  to  the  end  of 
the  world,  this  controverted  verse,  so  clearly  ap- 
pealed to  by  the  confessors  ;  nor  was  this  the  ^rst 
time  it  was  appealed  to:  it  was  recognized  as  ge- 
nuine by  the  early  Fathers  of  the  Latin  Church, 
Tertulliau,  and  Cyprian,  as  we  have  seen,  in  their 
controversies  witli  SabclUans  and  Arians ;  and 
the  authority  of  Cyprian,  is  expressly  referred  to 
by  Fulgaidus,   a  learned  African  bishop,   boru 
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A.D.  464*,  died  A.  D.  533  ;  who  thus  opposed 
the  Arians,  with  zeal  and  fortitude,  though  they 
were  supported  by  Thrasimond,  another  king  of  the 
Vandals. 

"  In  the  Father,  therefore,  and  the  Son,  and 
the  Holy  Spirit,  we  acknowledge  unity  of  sub- 
stance, but  dare  not  confound  the  persons.  For 
St.  John  the  Apostle  testifieth,  saying,  '  There  are 
three  that  bear  witness  in  heaven,  the  Father,  the 
Word,  and  the  Spirit,  and  these  three  are  one.^ 
Which  also  the  blessed  martyr  Cyprian,  in  his 
epistle  de  imitate  Ecclesia^,  confesseth,  sayinr, 
Whoso  breaketh  the  peace  of  Christ,  and  concord, 
acteth  against  Christ :  whoso  2;athereth  elsewhere 
beside  the  Church,  scattereth.  And  that  he  might 
shew,  that  the  Church  of  the  one  God  is  one,  he 
inserted  these  testimonies,  immediately  from  the 
Scriptures  :  The  Lord  said,  '  /  and  the  Father 
are  one.'  (John  x.  30.)  And  again,  of  the  Fa- 
ther, Son,  and  Holy  Spirit,  it  is  written,  '  And 
these  three  are  one.'  (1  John  v.  7.)  We,  there- 
fore, do  not  worship  one  God,  [consisting]  of  three 
parts ;  but  retaining  the  rule  of  apostolic  faith, 
we  confess,  that  the  perfect  co-eternal  Son  is  born, 
without  beginning,  of  the  perfect,  and  eternal 
Father,  not  unequal  in  power,  and  equal  in 
nature  ;  and  we  also  confess,  that  the  Holy  Spirit 
is  not  other  than  God,   neither  different  from  the 

*  To  lower  his  testimony,  Grieibach  calls  Fulgentius,  se- 
culi  sexti  fere  mciiij  scriptorem,  p.  [15  j 
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Fathci',  nor  the  Son,  nor  confounded  in  the  Son, 
nor  in  the  Father," 

And  in  his  Treatise  on  the  Trinity,  he  gives  th© 
following  explanation  of  the  foregoing  text?,  and 
his  inference  from  that  explanation  : 

'*  /  and  the  Father  are  oncj"  (John  x.  30.) 
The  words  teach  us  to  refer  *  unn/nj'  to  the 
nature,  *  su7nus,'  to  the  persons.  In  like  manner, 
that  text,  *  There  are  three  that  bear  witness  in 
heaven,  the  Father,  the  JVord,  and  the  Spirit, 
and  these  three  are  one.'  (I  John  v.  7.)  Let 
Sabellius  hear  '  sumus,"  and  *  tres,''  and  believe 
that  there  are  *  three  persons:"  Let  Arias  also 
hear  *  unum,''  and  not  say,  that  the  Son  is  of  a 
diff'erent  nature ;  since  a  different  nature  cannot 
be  called  *  unum.'  See  Travis,  Appendix,  No. 
XX.  p.  J  8— 20. 

These  admirable  extracts,  and  comment  of  Ful- 
gentius,  to  "  all  that  have  ears  to  hear,"  with 
which  I  shall  close  the  testimony  of  the  Fathers, 
are  decisive  to  prove,  that  from  the  days  of  7er- 
tuUian  and  Cyprian,  to  the  days  of  Victor  Vilen- 
sis  and  Fulgentius,  for  three  full  centuries,  the 
disputed  verse  was  actually  appealed  to  by  several 
of  the  Latin  Fathers  in  their  controversies  with 
the  Arians  and  Sabellians,  and  not  for  the  first 
time,  by  Vigilius  Tapsensis. 

And  now  let  us  sum  up  the  amount  of  the  e.r/er- 
nal  evidence  on  both  sides. 

1.  The  disputed  clause  is  found  in  the  three 
standard  editions  of  Xi?Jienes,  Stephens,  and  Beza. 
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It  is  found  in  the  Vulgate  version ;  and  it  is  found 
in  several  of  the  Latin  and  Greek  Fathers,  from 
the  second  to  the  fifth  century ;  namely,  TertulliaUy 
Cyprian^  Athatiasius,  Gregory  Nazianzen,  P/ics- 
badius,  Jerom,  Augustine,  Victor  Viteimis,  and 
Fulgentius,  &c.  And  beside  these,  it  is  found  in 
the  ancient  Latin  and  Greek  Liturgies,  and  Cow- 
Jessions  of  Faith  in  both  Churches,  And  it  is 
appealed  to  in  the  Acts  of  the  general  Council  of 
Later  any  A.  D.  1215,  more  fully,  than  in  the 
Vulgate  of  Jerom. 

2.  The  disputed  verse  is  omitted  in  all  the  an- 
cient Greek  manuscripts  that  have  been  collated 
hitherto ;  bearing  a  scanty  proportion  to  the  whole 
number  that  are  known  to  be  uncoUated,  in  the 
several  libraries  of  Europe  and  Constantinople. 
It  is  omitted  in  the  Syriac  and  other  derivative 
versions;  all  subsequent  to  Jd/'o/?zeWulgatc  ;  and 
ft  is  omitted  by  several  of  the  early  Greek  and 
Latin  Fathers. 

Here,  the  positive  evidence  appears  consider- 
ably to  outweigh  the  negative ;  upon  various  ac- 
counts : 

1.  Omissions  in  ancient  manuscripts,  versions, 
and  authors,  are  neither  absolute  contradictio7?Sy 
nor  direct  impeachjnents  of  facts.  They  only  supply 
food  for  co7ijccture ;  and  conjectui^al  criticism 
should  be  sparingly  and  cautiously  applied,  before 
it  can  be  admitted  as  sufficient  authority  for  alter- 
ing the  received  text. 

2.  The  omission  in  the  present  case  can  be  sa- 
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tisfactorily   accounted   for,    from  various  circum- 
stances. 

The  great  havoc  and  destruction  of  the  ancient 
copies  of  the  Greek  Testament,  in  tlie  Diocletian 
persecution  especially,  which  raged  throughout  the 
Roman  empiie,  as  far  as  Britai:/,  but  was  lighter 
in  Africa,  probably  occasioned  a  scarcity  of  an- 
cient Greek  copies ;  and  left  the  remnant  more 
open  to  adulteration,  either  from  the  negligence 
of  transcribers,  or  the  fraud  of  heretics;  espe- 
cially during  the  prevalence  of  the  Arian  heresy 
in  the  Greek  Church,  for  forty  years,  from  the 
death  of  Constantine  the  Great,  io  the  accession 
of  Theodosius  the  Great,  as  remarked  before.  To 
the  negligence  of  transcribers,  we  may  fairly  as- 
cribe other  omissions  likewise:  such  as,  1.  of 
T«  ao§aT«,  after  t«  ©;y,  2  Cor.  iv.  4 ;  to  bring  it  to 
a  correspondence  with  the  parallel  text,  Coloss. 
i.  15.  Christ  being  styled,  "  the  image  of  the  invi- 
sible God,''  in  both,  and  accordingly,  it  is  supplied 
in  the  former  case,  by  eleven  manuscripts ;  by  the 
Complutens.  Aldine,  Colincean,  Plantin,  and  Ge- 
neva editions;  by  the  Philoxenian  Syiiac,  and 
Arabic  Versions  :  and  should  have  been  replaced 
by  Griesbac/iy  in  his  corrected  text.  2.  The 
omission  of  the  third  clause,  xailv  ixvivixzayiovysv  a>rcc 
•nocvTu,  after  the  other  U\o,  1  Cor.  viii.  6,  which 
was  quoted  by  several  of  the  early  Fathers,  as  we 
have  seen,  Linus,  Ignatius,  Basil,  Gregory  Na- 
zianzcii,  Epiphanius,  <  Eucherius,  John  DamaS' 
cenus,  and   Nicctas ;    and   is  supported  by   the 
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parallel  text,  1  Cor.  xii.  4 — 1 1.  And  to  these  we 
may  add,  3.  An  entire  clause  dropped,  Luke  xxi» 
between  the  33d  and  34th  verses,  which  should  be 
supplied,  either  from  Matt.  xxiv.  36,  or  from 
Mark  xiii.  32,  in  order  to  harmonize  St.  Luke 
with  the  other  Evangelists,  and  io  furnish  an  atife- 
cedent  to  ^  r/xs^a  eKEivo],  Luke  xxi.  34,  which  in  the 
received  text  has  none.  And  yet  this  material 
chasm  in  Luke's  text,  has  been  overlooked  by  all 
the  commentators  and  critics,  till  Hales's  New 
Analysis  of  Chronologij,  vol.  ii.  1219i  note.  And 
if  we  compare  the  several  instances  of  omissions 
in  Greek  manuscripts,  occasioned  by  similar  end- 
ings, (oixoioTsXcura)  which  are  furnished  by  Travis^ 
p.  170,  449,  Append.  No.  xli.  p.  81 — 88,  we 
may  naturally  ascribe  the  omission  of  the  disputed 
clause  in  question,  in  the  first  instance,  rather  to 
accident  t\\2iu  \.o  fraud.  Though  after  the  omis- 
sion was  found  in  one  or  two  manuscripts,  it  is 
equally  natural  to  suppose  that  it  was  propagated 
by  succeeding  transcribers,  who  either  might  not 
have  had  access  to  correcter  exemplars,  or  mit^ht 
have  been  tinctured  with  the  Arian  heresy,  and, 
therefore,  might  not  have  been  desirous  of  recur- 
ring to  such,  for  emendation  of  the  text. 

3.  The  silence  of  several  of  the  earlier  Greek 
and  Latin  Fathers,  noiic^A  hy  Griesbach,  is  no 
proof  at  all,  that  the  disputed  clause  was  wanting 
in  their  Greek  Testaments.  The  remarkable  text, 
]  Cor.  xii.  4 — IJ,  the  strongest  perhaps  in  th&' 
whole  Bible  to  prove  the  Trinity  in  Unity,  was  not- 

VOL.  If.  p 
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quoted  by  any  of  the  Fathers  against  the  Sahelliaits 
aiul  Avians,  until  A.  D.  484,  in  the  protest  of  the 
African  prelates,  at  Carthage.  And  yet,  unques- 
tionably, it  was  well  known  to  TertulUan,  Cyprian, 
Athanamis,  Gregory  Nazianzen,  Basil,  Augus- 
tine and  Jerome  :  for  its  authenticity  was  never 
disputed. 

There  is  not  a  more  important,  nor  a  more  cele- 
brated text  on  the  subject  of  the  Trinity,  than  the 
Baptismal  Form — "  in  the  name  of  the  Fat  Iter.,  and 
of  the  Son,  and  of  the  Holy  Ghost.'"  Matt, 
xxviii.  19.  And  yet,  strange  to  tell,  it  \s  unnoticed 
by  several  of  the  early  Fathers,  in  their  controver- 
sies with  Sabellians  and  Arians  ;  Clemens  Alex- 
andrimis,  Eusebius  of  Cccsarea,  Gregory  Nazi- 
anzen, Epiphanius,  Titus  of  Bostra,  Phcehadius, 
Cerealis,  J^igilius  Tapscnsis,  Fulgentius. — Gre- 
gory in  particular,  proving  the  Sons  equality  with 
the  Father,  against  the  Arians,  passes  over  this 
leading  text,  which  is  so  clear  to  the  point,  ».\\i\ 
cites  the  very  next  verse,  "  And  lo,  I  am  with  you 
always,  even  to  the  end  of  the  world."  And  yet, 
ihit  they  were  all  well  acquainted  with  the  text, 
cannot  be  doubted ;  since  they  have  noticed  it 
elsewhere  in  their  writings,  and  its  authenticity  was 
never  questioned. 

And  profane  hi.'^tory  furnishes  similar  instances : 
The  celebrated  decree  of  the  Spartan  Senate, 
"  censuring  Timotheus  the  musician,  for  composing 
a  poem  unbecoming  the  ^/af^i/^if//^  mysteries;  and 
h1=o  for  corrupting  the  simolicity  of  their  ancient 
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music,  by  increasing  the  seven-stringed  lyre  to 
eleven  strings ;  which  superfluous  number  they 
commanded  him  to  retrench,  leaving  only  seven, 
as  before  ;  that  all  men  seeing  the  gi^ave  se'verity 
of  their  city,  may  be  deterred  from  introducing 
into  Sparta  any  thing  immoral,  or  not  conducive 
to  the  honour  of  virtue.''  This  decree,  though 
passed  in  the  reign  of  the  first  Philip  of  Macedon, 
who  died  B.  C.  602,  and  noticed  by  Cicero,  Dio 
Chrysostom,  and  Atheiueus,  who  relate  the  fact, 
with  some  variety  in  their  accounts,  is  not  expressly 
quoted  by  any  of  the  writers  on  ancient  music,  or 
on  the  Greek  Dialects,  or  on  Lazo  and  Govern- 
ment ;  until  the  time  of  Boethius,  the  Roman 
philosopher,  who  died  A.  D.  525.  In  his  book 
De  Muslca,  he  first  gave  a  copy  of  the  decree 
itself,  in  the  Spartan  dialect,  nearly  a  thousand 
years  after  it  was  enacted.  This  curious  instance 
we  owe  to  the  learned  Bishop  Burgess,  in  his  Vin- 
dication  of  Bishop  Cleaver  s  edition  of  the  Lace- 
daemonian decree,  SicJirom  Mr.  Knight's  Strictures, 
p.  57 — 59.  In  which,  the  corrected  edition  of 
the  decree  itself,  with  an  English  translation  and 
notes,  is  given,  pp.  52 — 5~. 

Another  instance  occurs  in  the  Parian  3Iarbles, 
preserved  in  the  Alusceum  Aru<kUa72um,  at  Ox- 
ford. One  of  these  contains  the  league,  made  by 
the  cities  oi  Sinyrna  and  Magnesia,  with  Seleucus 
Cal/inicus,  king  of  Syria,  who  began  to  reign 
B.  C.  246.  But  this  league  is  utterly  unnoticed  by 
.any  of,  the  historians  of  that  period,  or  their  suc- 

p  i£ 
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cessors.  See  Ilales's  New  Analysis  of  ChronO' 
logy,  vol  i.  p.  -211;  and  Sddcn\s  >Voil<s,  vol.  ii. 
p.  1439. 

4.  Several  of  the  early  Fathers  may  have  dc- 
a'lgncdh)  omitted  to  quote  the  clause,  in  their  con- 
troversies ^\ith  the  Sahdlians  7sx\A  Arians;  because 
it  might  not  have  appeared  to  llicm  to  be  a  proof 
oi  uniti)  of  nature,  in  the  three  heavenly  witnesses, 
l)ut  rather  of  the  u)iitif  or  concurrence  of  their 
leslimony  to  llie  Aiessiahship  of  Christ,  as  judi- 
ciously remarked  by  Travis,  p.  4'J.9,  and  Bishop 
Burgess,  p.  ()0.  Such  ancient  Fathers,  whose 
private  judgment  restricted  their  interpretation  of 
the  text  to  unity  of  testimony  alone,  would  forbear 
to  cite  it,  as  being  irrelevant,  in  their  opinion,  to 
the  subject  in  debate.  We  believe  that  Jerome,  in 
the  earlier  part  of  his  life  ;  Augustine  and  Facuji- 
dus,  probably  throughout  the  whole  course  of 
their  lives  ;  Durandus  and  JP'alaJrid  Straho,  so 
interpreted  the  verse.  Others  understood  it  of 
unity  of  sentiment,  or  unanimity,  in  the  three 
witnesses ;  a  meaning  cei  tainly  included  in  the 
phrases  h  ta/xev,  and  oi  r^w  h  cutv,  as  admitted  even 
by  those  who  urged  them  in  j^oof  of  unity  of 
nature  in  the  persons  of  the  Godhead;  such  as 
the  African  Fathers  in  their  protest,  as  we  hav« 
seen,  lor  the  j)hrases  are  elliptical ;  the  word 
underblood  being  most   probably  ■rvfijua*    which 

*  rrolcsbor  Fursun  supposrs,  that   the  suLstnntivc  undcr- 
vf-ocd  is  11  ©iio»,  ♦*  ove  Dhimfii  or  God/itad."    Letters  ty  Ti'uvitf 
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ambiguously  denotes  both  "  spiritual  substance,'" 
and  "  sentiment  or  disposition.'"  Thus  in  John 
X.  30,  Christ  and  the  Father  are  h  Trve.'pia,  "  one 
spiritual  substance  f  as  the  Father,  Son,  and 
Holy  Spirit,  are  Iv  x-xi  roavro  •nveuixa,  "  One  and  the 
same  spirit,"  or  *'  one  spiritual  substance  of  the 
same  essence  or  kind,"  1  Cor.  xii.  11.  While,  on 
the  other  hand,  Christ  and  the  Father  are  one 
Spirit  also,  in  sentiment  or  disposition ;  as  when 
our  Lord  prays  that  his  "  disciples  may  be  one,  as 
He  and  the  Father  are  o;/c,"  John  xvii.  II — 21. 
And  tliis  was  Origens  interpretation  of  John  x.  30. 
*'  We,  then,  worship  the  Father  of  the  truth, 
and  the  Son,  the  truth  ;  being  tzvo  things  in  sub- 
sistence, but  one  in  unanimity,  and  concord,  and 

sameness  of  Wtll.  (ovra  ^vo  vj  vTCoi^aaa  9r|a7/xara:, 
Ev  Se,  Tip   o/AOvoi^,  xai   rrt    avixC^covicc,  xxi   rri  rxvrorr,ri  m 

This  seems  to  be  a  more  simple  and  satisfactory 
solution  of  the  silence  of  several  of  the  Fathers, 
than  that  assigned  by  the  ingenious  Nolan ;  that 
"  this  text,  (1  John  v.  7.)  in  the  strictness  of  the 
letter,  decided  rather  in  favour  of  the  heretics, 
than  of  the  orthodox  :"  because  the  Sabellians,  in 
particular,  reckoned  h  Acyo?,  not  a  person,  but 
merely  "  reason,''  an  attribute  of  the  Father. 
Inquiry,    &c.  p.  528 — 531.      For;,  surely,  it  was 

p.  53.  Bnt  TO  Qnfiv,  is  a  Pagan  appellation  of  dod,  used 
only  once  in  Uie  N.  T.  Acts  xvii.  '2^.  Where  St.  Paul,  ad- 
dressing the  /?r/7f//iV2rt  philosophers,  adopted  their  own  phra- 
seology. 
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not  SO  admitted  by  all  the  orthodox  Fathers  who 
cited  it,  several  of  whom  considered  the  term 
o  A070J,  as  even  preferable  to  o  Tlor,  "  the  Son ^"^ 
because  more  unequivocally  expressing  the  pre- 
existing div'mitif,  and  subsequent  incarnatio?!  of 
Christ,  John  i.  1  — 14. 

5.  The  silence  oi  several  of  the  Fathers  is  more 
than  compensated  by  the  total  silence  of  all  the 
heretics,  from  the  days  of  Praxeas  at  least,  re  • 
specting  the  spuriousness  of  the  clause.  Cj/77/ 
and  his  Arlan  associates  at  Carthage,  A.  D.  484, 
received  the  appeal  thereto  in  sullen  silence  as  we 
have  seen.  And  is  it  to  be  imagined,  says  the  learned 
Eugenius,  Archbishop  of  Clierson,  in  Russia,  in 
his  Letter  to  Mattho'/i,  "  that  no  one  would  have 
complained  of  the  supposed  adulteration  of  the 
text,  that  none  of  the  heretics  would  have  re- 
proached the  Catholics  with  so  great  an  imposture ? 
Among  the  Arians  especially,  who  were  called 
upon  to  defend  themselves  against  those  African 
bishops,  who  strenuously  urged  the  text  against 
tliem,  and  openly  to  convict  them  of  falsehood  ? 
No,  surely."  Matthiei  Proijat.  ad  Epistolas 
CathoUcas,  p.  lix.  vol.  viii.  N.  T. 

If,  then,  we  compare  the  positive  evidence  of 
the  standard  editions,  the  Vulgate  Vey^sion,  and 
several  of  the  early  Fathers,  and  Liturgies,  both 
Greek  and  Latin,  in  favour  of  the  disjjuted  verse, 
with  the  negative  evidence  of  Greek  MSS.,  later 
Vv*irsions,  and  several  Greek  Fathers ;  and  the 
silence  of  all  the  heretics  to  impugn  it,  with  the 
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iilence  of  some  Fathers  to  adduce  it;  we  seem 
fully  warranted  to  conclude,  that  the  testimony 
for,  greatly  outweighs  the  testimony  against ,  the 
disputed  verse. 

Let  us  now  proceed  to  examine 

B.)  THE  INTERNAL  EVIDENCE. 

This  most  important  branch  of  the  argument 
Oriesbach,  as  usual,  dispatches  thus  slightly  and 
slightingly :  p.  [24.] 

"  Lastly,  in  these  words,  we  touch  on  the  prin- 
cipal inlernal  arguments,  (though  very  light  in- 
deed,) with  which  some  have  undertaken  to  defend 
the  genuineness  of  this  verse. 

1.  "  The  connection  of  the  seventh  verse  with 
the  preceding  and  following  verses  requires  its 
insertion. 

2.  **  John  had  respect  to  Christ's  discourse, 
John  v.  31 — ^9 ;  compared  with  John  viii.  12 — 
1 8  ;  and  wished  to  prove  to  his  readers  the  same 
that  Jesus  taught  there  :  on  which  supposition,  the 
seventh  verse  could  scarcely  be  wanting." 

Of  the  four  remaining  arguments,  the  fourth 
and  fifth,  relating  to  the  external  evidence,  have 
been  noticed  in  their  proper  place ;  the  third  and 
sixth  are  futile  indeed. 

In  order  to  consider  these  two  principal  argu- 
ments with  the  attention  to  which  they  are  justly 
entitled,  M^e  shall  lay  before  the  reader  the  whole 
paragraph,  closely  rendered. 
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1  JoiiiV  V.  6  —  ^. 

''5.  Who  is  he  that  overcomcth  the  world,  but 
he"  that  beLkveth  l\\^i  Jesus  is  the  Son  of  God. 
6.  lliis  is  he  that  came  by  zvaie?'  and  blood,  even 
Jesus  Christ ;  not  by  water  only,  but  by  water 
and  blood  :  and  it  is  the  bpirit  that  testifieth,  be- 
cause the  spiiit  is  Truth.  1.  For  there  are  three 
til  at  testify  [in  heaven,  the  Fathtr,  the  H'ordy 
and  the  Holy  Spirit :  and  these  three  are  one. 
8.  And  there  are  three  that  testify  in  earth,]  the 
Spirit,  and  the  ITater,  and  the  Blood :  and  these 
three  agree  in  one.  Q.  If  we  receive  the  testimony 
of  tnen,  the  testimony  of  God  is  greater :  for  this 
is  the  testimony  which  He  hath  testified  of  his 
Son.' 

The  drift  of  this  passage  i$  to  prove  that  grand 
article  of  our  Faith  and  Hope,  namely,  that 
Jesus  is  the  Christ  the  Son  oj'  God ;  and  that 
believing  in  his  name,  we  might  haye  eternal  life. 
Verse  1  i  —  1 3  ;  John  Xx.  3 1 . 

The  proof  of  this  rests  on  the  abundant  testi-j 
mony  given  of  Christ's  divine  and  human  nature  : 
at  his  first  baptism  "  by  water,''  when  he  was 
declared  to  be  the  Son  of  God,  and  confirmed  by 
the  witness  of  the  Spirit  resting  upon  him,  as 
recorded  by  the  BajHist.  Alatt.  iii.  16,  17; 
John  i.  32-34.  And  again,  at  his  second  bap- 
tism, Luke  xii.  50,  by  xvattr  and  blood  issuing 
from  his  pierced  side  on  the  cross ;  proving  that 
he  was  the  Son  of  man ;  as  recorded  by  John  the 
Apostle.     John  >;ix.  3-K  3j. 


(  2ir  ) 

Nor  was  the  foregoing  testimony  given  singly  by 
the  Spirit  of  Truth,  John  xvi.  13;  it  was  given 
conjointly  by  the  Trinity  in  Unity,  by  the  three 
heavenly  witnesses;  by  the  Father,  at  his  bap- 
tism, and  at  his  transfiguration,  calling  him,  his 
beloved  Son ;  and  at  his  resurrection,  w^hen  he 
was  declared  to  be  the  Son  of  God,  with  power: 
Matt.  iii.  17 ;  xvii.  5  ;  Rom.  i.  4 ;  by  the  Word, 
himself,  when  after  his  ascension  into  heaven, 
where  he  was  before,  John  i.  1  ;  vi.  6%  he  sent 
the  promise  of  the  Holy  Spirit  to  his  disciples  on 
the  day  of  Pentecost.  John  xiv.  16,  17,  ^6";  Acts 
i.  4;  ii.  ^^.  And  by  the  Holy  Spirit,  who 
testified  of  him.  John  xv.  26;  xvi.  7 — 1 1  ;  Acts 
V.  32. 

Neither  was  the  foregoing  testimony  to  his 
human  nature  confined  to  the  water  and  blood : 
he  was  further  proved  to  be  mortal  man,  by  the 
Spirit  or  /i/e,  which  he  bretithed  out  on  the  cross. 
Matt,  xxvii.  50;  John  xix.  SO;  Luke  xxiii.  46  ; 
1  John  iii.  16.  And  these  three  earthly  witnesses 
agree  in  one ;  namely,  in  the  reality  of  Christ's 
fiuman  nature,  superadded  to  the  divine.  Hence, 
the  Apostle  concludes :  If  we  receive  the  testi- 
mony of  men,  John  the  Baptist,  and  John  the 
Evangelist,  to  the  human  nature  of  Christ,  John 
i.  32;  iii.  20;  xix.  35  ;  1  John  iii.  16;  the  testi- 
mony of  GoJ  to  his  divine  nature  is  greater;  as 
verified  by  the  joint  testimony  of  the  whole  Trinity, 
tliat  He  is  the  Son  oj  God. 

].  If  this  close  analysis  of  the  argument  be  oor- 
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rect,  the  seventh  verse  is  naturally  and  necessarily 
connected  with  the  sixth  and  eighth  ;  in  order  to 
confirm  the  single  testimony  of  the  spirit  in  the 
sixth  verse,  (given  rather  obscurely,  and  by  way 
of  inference  :)  by  the  full  testimony  of  the  Trinity 
in  Unity  in  the  seventh  verse;  which  is  called 
"  the  testimony  of  God'  in  the  ninth ;  and  is  con- 
trasted with  the  testimony  of  the  earthly  wit- 
nesses in  the  eighth. — ^l"o  this,  Porsoti  objects  : 
"  If  the  spirit  that  witnesses  in  the  sixth  verse  be 
the  Holy  Spirit,  (which,  I  think,  cannot  be 
doubted,  *  because  the  Spirit  is  truth;'')  why  is 
the  epithet  \_Holy1  after  being  twice  omitted  [in 
the  sixth,]  added  in  the  seventh,  to  mark  a  dis' 
tinction  without  a  difference  V  Letters,  p.  397. 
To  this  specious  objection,  indirectly  attacking 
the  authenticity  of  the  seventh  verse,  A-^o/^;/ judi- 
ciously answers  :  "  Because,  when  the  Holy  Ghost 
is  mentioned  by  himself,  '  the  Spirit'  becomes  his 
sufficient  designation.  Vide  John  i.  ^3 ;  iii.  6 ; 
vi.  63 ;  vii.  39-  But  when  he  is  mentioned  zvith 
the  Father  and  the  Son,  the  epithet  '  holy'  is  ne- 
cessary to  distinguish  him  among  the  persoiis,  as 
the  Father  and  Son  are  equally  spirits.  IVIatt. 
xxviii.  19;  12  Cor.  xiii.  14;  [John  iv.  24;  Gal. 
iv.  6.]  The  epithet,  added  with  so  n)uch  pro- 
priety in  the  seventh  verse,  would  have  been  ab- 
solutely improper  in  the  sixth  ;  as  '  the  Spirit'' 
there,  means  the  '  Spirit  of  Christ,'  sucli  being 
the  proper  designation  of  the  Holy  Ghost,  where 
}te  is  considered  as  the  Spirit  sent  by  the  Son,  to 
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bear  witness  of  him,  in  the  passage  before  us ; 
compare  Rom.  viii.  9 ;  John  xv.  26.  The  Holy 
Spirit  is,  on  the  contrary,  his  proper  designation, 
when  he  is  considered  as  the  Sanctifier ;  a  being 
coequal  and  coessential  with  the  Creator  and  the 
Redeemer^  rather  than  [as]  a  spirit  proceeding 
from  either.  As  the  human  spirit  is  meant  in  the 
eighth  verse,  the  epithet  holy  is,  of  course,  as 
properly  omitted  in  this  verse,  as  it  is  retained 
in  the  preceding."     Inquiry,  &c.  p.  569' 

2.  Tlie  seventh  verse  gives  the  joint  testimony 
of  the  three  heavenly  witnesses,  which  our  Lord 
himself  had  given  before  in  detail :  when  he  ap- 
pealed, 1.  To  the  truth  of  his  own  testimony,  res- 
pecting his  character,  John  viii.  14;  v.  31,  36; 
viii.  3  8.  2.  To  the  testimony  of  his  Father, 
John  v.  37 1  38  ;  viii.  1 8  ;  whom  he  called  i^m 
varsqa,  *'  his  peculiar  Father,"  John  v.  18  ;  and 
was  called  himself,  ts  i^in  vm,  "his  peculiar  Son,** 
Rom.  viii.  32  ;  intimating  unity  of  essence,  or 
sameness  of  nature.  3.  He  appealed  to  the 
testimony  of  the  Holi/  Spirit,  John  xv.  26 ;  xvL 
7—11. 

3.  Fugefilus,  the  very  learned  Archbishop  of 
Cherson,  proves  the  necessary  insertion  of  the 
seventh  verse,  from  the  grammatical  structure  of 
the  Original,  which  would  indicate  ^  false  con- 
cord, if  it  were  omitted :  for  the  masculine  adjec- 
tives, TgB5  o\  fjix^rvqayrei,  are  properly  connected 
with   the  three  personSf   6  Tiare^,  6  Aoyor,  xai  to 
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-yrviviMx  iyiov,  ill  tlic  scventli  versc ;  and  again,  with 
the  component  parts  of  the  Logos,  in  his  human 
nature,  which  by  the  grammatical  figure  called 
attraction,  (see  the  Port  Royal  Greek  Grammar, 
B.  Vil.  Cap.  1,  p.  S\9y  Lond.  Edit.  1797,)  are 
connected  with  the  heavenly  witnesses,  through 
the  Logos.  And  this  figure  is  not  unfi'equent  with 
St.  John.  See  John  xiv.  26;  xv.  ^6;  xvi.  13; 
in  all  which  cases,  the  emphatic  pronoun,  sxeivof, 
though  immediately  connected  ^ith  to  9rv£t'/xa  tq 
4viov,  or,  TO  wv£i',az  Trs  aXy,3^£iar,  IS  attracted  to  the 
foregoing  masculine  noun,  h 'na^xx.xr.ros^  which,  in 
the  last  instance,  is  thrown  back  as  far  as  the  7th 
verse ;  as  ingeniously  remarked  by  Nolan,  p.  260, 
i65.  Whereas,  if  the  seventh  verse  be  sup- 
pressed, the  same  masculine  adjectives,  r^zis  o! 
ixa^rv^Hvzcs,  are  improperly  connected  with  three 
neuter  nouns,  to  7rvct//xa,  x-ai  to  i5Swg,  v.xi  to  a.\ixx,  in 
the  eishth  verse.  And  that  St.  John  did  not  con- 
found  masculine  and  neuter  genders  is  evident 
from  his  connecting  to  wvE^/xa,  singly,  with  a  neuter 
adjective,  to  /xa§Ty§«y,  in  the  sixth  verse.  And,  prin- 
cipally to  avoid  tnis  apparent  grammatical  solecism, 
we  are  persuaded,  some  of  the  Fathers  adopted  that 
forced,  unnatural,  mystical  interj)retation  of  the 
three  earthly  witnesses,  personifying  "  the  Spirit,"' 
into  the  Father  ;  "  the  Blood,""  into  the  Son  ; 
and  "  the  Jl'aler,'"  into  the  Holy  Spirit ;  like 
Augustine  and  Facuitdus ;  or  by  a  variation  of 
the  terms,  "  the  ITatcr,'"  into  the  Father  ;   "  tbe 
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Blood/"  into  the  Soft;  and  *'  the  Spirit,''  into  th^ 
llo/jj  Spirit,  like  Endierius  *. 
4.  The  last  clausula,   xai  o»  r^etj  aj  to  Iv  e<(7i>,  in 


*  This  mjstical   interpretation  is  represented   by  Porson, 
as  the  "  stroiioest  proof  that   the  seventh  verse  is  spurious." 

"  I  do  reassert  (says  he)   lliat  no  writer  in  his  perfect 

mimi  cuuld  possibly  adopt  this  allegorical  exposition  of  the 
eighth  verse,  if  the  seventh  were  extant  in  his  copy." 
"  I  a|-!peal  to  any  orthodox  reader,  whether  he  would  force 
an  indirect  confession  of  his  favourite  doctrine  from  one  text 
by  torture  ;  when  he  might  liave  a  clear,  full,  xoluntary 
evidence  from   its  next  neighbour."     Letteis,   p,  311,  378. 

But  these  three  Fathers  unquestionably  read  the  seventh 

verse  in  their  copies  of  the  New  Testament,  along  with  all 
the  Fathers  of  the  Latin  class.  Augustine  cited  it,  as  we 
have  shewn  ;  Facundus  expressly  mentioned  the  earthly  wit- 
nesses, by  Griesiach's  account,  which  are  necessarily  con- 
trasted with  the  heavenly;  and  Eucheiius  cites  both  verses, 
as  we  have  seen;  and  in  his  questions,  although  he  notices 
the  niystical  interpretation,  he  prefers  the  natural:  "  John 
seems  to  me  to  refer  to  that  passage  of  his  Gospel,  xix.  34, 
concerning  the  water  and  blood  that  flowed  from  Ciirist's 
'side;  compared  with  the  words,  •  inclining  his  head  he  gave 
'ip  the  ghost  or  spirit,'  xix.  30;  but  some  explain,  &c." 
Gricsbach  in  bis  citation,  p.  [I/]  dishonestly  suppresses  the 
term  viihi,  which  marked  Eucherius's  own  opinion.  There- 
fore, Porson' s  "  strongest  proof  of  its  spuriousness"  falls  to 
the  ground. 

But  how  came  this  mystical  interpretation  to  be  adopted 
by  any  of  the  Fathers  ?  Probably,  to  avoid  the  grammatical 
solecism  aforesaid.  Even  Eugenius,  Archbishop  of  C//er5on, 
who  firmly  maintained  the  authenticity  of  llie  seventh  verse, 
adopted  the  mystical  interpretation  of  the  eighth  :  See  his 
Letter  to  I\Iafthcci,  p.  Ixi.  ravra.  os  t«  o-t/«/?6?«  sr."  rtvuiviAXt 
ii   k  ir.^.aran  o  Txry.c    x.  r.  ^. 
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the  article  to,  prefixed  to  iv,  implies  the  existence 
of  the  former  clausule,  in  the  seventh  verse,  xai 
»Toi  ol  r§Bj  Iv  «(Ti.  For  this  article  necessarily  in- 
cludes reference. 

Thus,  TO  ivj  "  /^e  o?z(;"  talent  in  the  parable, 
Matt.  XXV.  18,  plainly  relates  to  h-,  "  o?/e,"  given 
to  the  unprofitable  servant,  shortly  before  verse 
15.  And  in  the  Greek  Septuagint  Version  of  the 
Old  Testament,  there  is  not  in  Trommms  s  Con- 
cordance, a  single  instance  of  to  ev  where  the 
article  is  not  subservient  to  reference  of  some  kind 
or  other.  And  hence,  '*  supposing  the  seventh 
verse  not  to  exist  the  phrase  us  to  Iv  of  the  eighth 
is  a  deviation  from  the  ordinary  usage  without 
example,''  as  candidly  confessed  by  Bishop  Middle- 
ton  on  the  Greek  article,  p.  6"41 — 647.  "  I  do 
not  perceive  (says  he)  how  the  present  reading 
of  the  eighth  verse  is  to  be  reconciled  with  the 
e.vtenninatio7i  of  verse  7,''  p.  647. 

In  this  clausule,  the  preposition  us  seems  to  be 
redundant,  according  to  the  Hebrew  idiom.  Thus 
*inj*  ^ti^l*?,  £'J  aci^y.a  /^'av,  LXX.  Gen.  ii.  24,  is 
rendered  in  the  N.  T.  aa^^  /x»«,  "  one  flesh,'' 
Matt.  xix.  6. 

The  internal  evidetice  is  further  established,  by 
the  second  argument  noticed  by  Griesbach,  which 
may  be  thus  analyzed. 

Our  Lord,  in  his  admirable  discourse  with  the 
unbelieving  Jews,  stated  the  credentials  of  his 
divinity,  as  the  peculiar  Son  of  God,  John  v.  17, 
18,  &c.  in  the  commission  given  him  by  his  Father, 
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to  liaise  the  dead,  and  judge  all  mankituU  &c.— 
The  Jews  objected:  "  Tfiou  iestijiest  of  thyself: 
[therefore]  thy  testimony  is  iiot  true,""  John  viii. 
13.  Jesus  answered  : — "  //"/  [alone']  testify  of 
myself,  my  testimony  is  not  true:  but  although 
I  testify  of  myself,  my  testimony  is  true :  for 
there  is  another  [also]  that  testijieth  of  me ;  and 

I  knoio  that   his   testimony  is   true*: the 

Father  liimself  who  sent  me,  hath  testified  of 
me  : — for  the  works  xvhich  the  Father  gave  me 
to  accomplish  ;  the  works  themselves  which  I  do, 
testify  of  me    that  the  Father  hath  delegated 

^jie." And  he  gave  them  to  understand,   that 

THE  Father  here  meant,  was  the  God  invisible 
and  inaudible  to  mortals ;  who  could  only  be 
discerned  in  his  miraculous  works,  wrought  by  his 
visible  Representative,  John  v.  31 — 37;  viii.  14. 

He  then,  with  the  utmost  dignity,  vindicates 
the  propriety  of  his  own  judginent  of  himself,  as 
the  peculiar  Son  of  God.  "  And  although  I 
Judge  myself,  my  judgment  is  true:  because/ 
am  ?20t  alone  [in  my  judgment]  but  I  and  the 
Father  who  sent  ?ne  [agree  in  one  and  the  same 
judgment.] 

And.  this,  he  represents  as  sufficient  for  their 
conviction,  upon  legal  principles  of  evidence : 
"  And  moreover,  it  is  written  in  your  Law,  that 

*  Our  Lord,  here  introduces  parenthetically,  the  sub- 
sidiary testimony  of  John  the  Baptist,  to  the  divine  mission  of 
Christ  ;  because  the  Jews  respected  Juhn  as  a  prophet.  John 
V.  33—36. 
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the  testimony  of  two  men  is  true.'*  (Deut  xvit. 
6.) — The  inference  then  is  obvious  :  that  if  they 
admitted  the  testimony  of  two  earthly  witnesses  to 
be  true,  or  vaHd ;  they  ought  still  more,  to  admit 
the  testimony  of  tzvo  heavenly  witnesses.  John 
viii.  16 — 18. 

The  analogy  between  our  Lord's  arj^ument  of 
the  tzvo  heavenly  witnesses,  and  St.  John's,  of  the 
three  heavenly  witnesses,  is  obvious  and  striking  : 
The  latter,  indeed,  is  the  completion  of  the  for- 
mer. After  our  Lord's  cvKcifLiion,  the  three 
earthly  witnesses  were  furnished  :  and  after  his 
ascension,  the  promised  mission  of  the  Holy 
Ghost,  the  third  heavenly  witness,  took  place^ 
John  xvi.  7 — 14.  which  could  not  be  included  in 
our  Lord's  argument,  during  his  hfe  time ;  "  be- 
cause the  Holy  Ghost  was  not  yet  given.  John 
vii.  ^9. 

We  may,  therefore  conclude,  Avith  full  assu- 
rance of  faitli,  borrowing  the  language  of  our  Lord 
himself: 

JVe  laioxv  that  the  testimotiy  of  the  three 
heavenly^  and  of  the  thiee  earthly  witnesses  is 
true. 

Grieshach  himself  has  furnished  strong  evidence 
to  the  authenticity  of  tlie  7th  verse,  from  the^ 
acknowledged  currency  of  the  phrases,  Iv  rx  t§»«* 

xai,  EV  T§i(T«  r/  'bioTfiS'  xai,  ra  r^ia  ev,    in  the    writings  01 

Gregory  Nazianzen,  Eatliyniius,  Mauropus,  &c. 
"  which,  (says  he)  were  framed,  perhaps,  accord- 
ing to  the  analogy  of  the  eighth  verse,"  p.  [10[) 
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but  rather,  according  to  the  analogy  of  the  seventh, 
in  which  the  heavenly  witnesses  are  introducedj 
but  not  in  the  eighth. 

To  the  authority  of  Griesbach,  on  this  question, 
I  shall  not  hesitate  to  oppose,  and  prefer  the 
authority  of  a  celebrated  German  editor  and  critic, 
the  learned  and  judicious  Ernesti,  with  whose 
observations  I  shall  close  this  minute  and  elabo- 
rate survey  of  the  whole  external  and  internal 
evidence;  which,  I  humbly  trust,  will  be  found 
exhaustive  of  the  subject,  and  set  the  controversy 
at  rest  in  future. 

"If  the  genuineness  of  the  seventh  verse  de- 
pended on  Greek  MSS.  alone,  and  was  to  be 
estimated  by  them  solely,  Griesbach  would  have 
gained  his  cause.  But  although  the  Greek  MSS. 
take  a  lead  in  this  inquiry,  yet  learned  and  skilful 
critics  require  other  helps  also.  In  my  opinion, 
its  connection  with  the  antecedent  and  subsequent 
verses  prevents  me  from  subscribing  to  their  deci- 
sions, who  think  this  verse  ought  to  be  expunged  ; 
for,  in  the  ninth  verse,  a  comparison  is  introduced 
between  the  testimony  of  men,  and  the  testimony 
oi  God  himself ;  in  which  the  Apostle  undoubtedly 
refers  to  these  heavenly  witnesses,  of  whom  he 
had  made  mention  a  little  before."  Instit.  N.  T. 
p.  109.  or  Bishop  Burgess,  on  the  Spartan 
Decree,  p.  62.  And  in  the  same  verdict  concurs 
an  English  critic,  Falpy,  the  learned  editor  of  a 
New  Edition  of  the  Greek  Testament  with  Theolo- 
gical and  Philological  notes,  3  vols.  Svo.  I8i6.^-* 

VOL.    II.  Q> 
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Isfis  verbis  e  textu  sublatis,  nescio  quid  curii  et 
inexpkti  semper  mihi  apparuit.  "  If  these  words 
be  expunged  from  the  text,  there  always  appeared 
to  me  something  unaccountably  defective  and  in- 
complete in  the  passage.' 


LETTER  XIII. 

Faith  in  the  Holy  Trinity,  the  doctrine  of  the  Gospel^ 
of  the  Law,  and  the  Prophets,  and  as  old  as  the  Creation,, 
—Explanation  of  the  mysterious  terms,  "  the  three  are 
one,"  1  John  v.  7. — Explanation  of  the  Creed,  commonly 
called  the  Athanasian. — Vindication  of  Cud-worth  from  the 
imputation  of  Platonism,  or  Latitudinarianism.  —  Pagan 
Trinitiei. — Causes  of  the  Corruption  of  Primitive  Theology^ 
and  of  Religious  Worship, 

SABELLIAN  Unitarianism  was  represented 
as  "'  an  impious  novelty y  invented  by  heresy^ 
against  the  Catholic  and  Apostolic  Faith,'  by  the 
venerable  Fathers  of  the  African  Church,  A.D. 
484,  as  shewn  in  the  foregoing  Letter.  In  thiSj 
on  the  other  hand,  we  shall  undertake  to  prove, 
that  Faith  in  the  Holy  Trinity,  was  not 
only  the  doctrine  of  the  Gospel,  but  also  of  the 
Lazo  and  the  Prophets,  and  as  old  as  the 
Creation. 

1.  The  book  of Ge?iesis,  i.  1.  "In  the  begin- 
ning God  (^loliim)  created  the  heaven  and  the 
earth,"  commences  with  this  mystery,  in  the  plural 
form,  but  singular  acceptation,  of  the  word 
-Xlohim,  as  demonstrated  by  the  singular  verb, 
hara,  creavit ;  and  from  its  being  put  in  apposi- 
tion with  the  fuller  phrase  (Jahoh  JElohim,) 
"  the  Lord  God  made  the  earth  and  the  heavens." 

Q    2 
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■Gen.  ii.  4.  And  it  is  thus  stated  in  the  book  of 
Zoha)\  one  of  the  oldest  of  the  Jewish  Cabalistic 
works :  ''  Come  and  see  the  n}ystery  of  the  word 
^lohim:  there  are  three  degrees,  and  each  decree 
is  sole,  (or  distinct,')  Notwithstanding,  they  are 
one,  and  are  united  into  one  ;  nor  is  one  of  them 
divided  from  another."  ad  Levit.  Sect.  6.  And 
the  same  book  observes  on  the  threefold  repetition 
of  the  letter  Jod,  Isa.  xliv.  6.  "  The  three  Jods* 
testify  concerning  Him,  that  there  is  none  above, 
beside  Ilim ;  nor  below,  beside  Him."  And  the 
same  book  adduces  the  letter,  tl^  Shin,  as  a  symbol 
of  the  threefold  distinction  in  the  divine  nature ; 
comparing  the  Godhead,  to  the  root,  and  the  three 
persons  to  the  three  branches  of  that  letter.  See 
Maurice's  Indian  Antiquities,  B.  IV.  p.  6i9. 

The  book  of  Jczir,  which  is  confessedly  the 
oldest  of  tliese  works,  being  ascribed  by  the 
Jewish  Rabbins  even  to  Abraliam  himself,  thus 
states  it ;  "  Lo,  that  mystery  is  manifest  unto  us» 
which  the  Sages  of  the  Cabala,  (or  of  Theology,) 
declared,  that  the  three  primaries,  (which  are 
th.e  Chief  Crown,  IFisdom,  Intelligence,)  are  in 
equal  dignity,  like  something  absolutely  one." 
And  we  meet  therein  the  phrase,  *^^^^  wh\l^. 
*'  The  three  are  one,"  and  its  Rabbinical  expla- 
nation, nnf«  in'K  l?m  \nilii  nVn.  "  There  are 
three  ones,   and  lo,   they  are  one.'"     Which  not 

•  "  r  am   the  fiisr,  and  /  am  the  last,    and   beside  me 

there  hiio  Cvd,"  (nj?  1— 'Ji<— 'J«.) 
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only  furnishes  the  identical  clausula  of  the  three 
heavenly  witnesses,  1  John  v.  7,  but  shews  whence 
the  Apostle  derived  it.     Nolan,  p.  269. 

Accordino;ly  the  Jer^usalem  Targum  or  Para- 
phrase,   and  the  Targum   ascribed  to  Jonathan 
Ben  Uzziel,  on  Gen.  i.   1,  render  JElohim,    by 
Jahoh.     "  In  the  beginning,  the  Lord  created  the 
heaven   and   the   earth."      And   they  paraphrase 
"  the  Spirit  of  God,''  by,  *'  the  Spirit  of  mercies 
from  the  presence  of  the  Lord  was  brooding  upon 
the  face   of  the  xvaters.'''      This   Spirit,    Rabbi 
Menahem  styled  "  the  Spirit  of  Wisdom,^'  and 
the  book  oi  Zoha7\  "  the  Spirit  of  the  Messiah  ;'^ 
which  was  also  styled  by  the  Cabalists,  Immay 
*'  mother,"  as  well  as  Binah,    *'   intelligence." 
And  Origen,   on  Psal.   cxxii.  notices  a  curious 
Jewish  analogy  between  the  Trinitij  and  the  con- 
stituent parts  of  man :  "  The  Spirit  and  the  body, 
are  the  servants  of  the  Lords,  the  Father,  and  the 
Son  :  the  Soul  is  the  handmaid  of  the  Lady,  the. 
Holy  Spirit :   but  the  three  are  the  Lord  our 
God,    for  the  three  are  the  one:'    AsXoi  ^vpim 

Ylocrp^  KM  tits,  7j-v£y/w,a  xat  cuixa.'  •noa^iaK'n  Se  xygmf  ra 
'Ay»a  IlvBviAaros,  rt  ■>\'vy;n.  ra.  h  r^ix  Ku^ios  h  ©sof  %fji.m 

Es^jv,  ol  yoLp  TgE»y  TO  Iv  ncsi.  Thc  concluslon  of  this 
curious  passage  furnishes  also  a  further  evidence 
,  of  the  source  from  which  the  Apostle  derived  the 
clausule  of  1  John  v.  7,  as  remarked  by  Nolan^ 
p.  272. 

These  Jewish  authorities,    therefore,    strongly 
confirm  the  authenticity  of  that  text  likewise. 
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2.  Gen.  i.  2G.  "  And  God  said,  Let  us  make 
man  in  our  image,"  &c.  vvliich  is  thus  paraphrased 
by  Jonathan  Ben  Uzziel,  "  And  the  Lord  said  to 
the  Angels  that  ministered  before  him,  who  were 
created  on  the  second  day  of  the  creation  of  the 
world,  Let  us  make  man  in  our  image,"  &c. 
Whatever  absurdities  the  Rabbins  might  have 
fallen  into  respecting  the  creation  of  Angels,  de- 
rived from  the  Oriental  mythology,  and  perhaps 
from  Job's  account  oi  tb,e  creation,  "  When  all 
the  Sons  oj'  God  shouted  for  joy,"  Job  xxxviii.  7, 
vet  Angels  did  not  compose  the  Privy  Council  of 
God.  Job  XV.  «. 

For  in  the  next  verse, 

3.  Gen.  i.  27.  "  So  God  created  man  in  his 
own  image,"  &c.  which  is  thus  paraphrased  by 
the  Jerusalem  Targum,  "  And  the  word  of  the 
Lord  created  man  in  his  ow7i  image,"  &c.  thus, 
for  JEloliiui,  "  God,"  substituting  the  second 
person  of  the  Trinity,  Mimra  da  Jahoh,  the  pe?'- 
sonal  Word  or  Oracle  of  the  Lord,  as  distinguished 
from  the  spoken  or  written  word.  And  this  dis- 
tinction is  strongly  marked  in  Gen.  iii.  8.  "  And 
they  heard  the  voice  of  the  Lord  God,''  &c.  which, 
according  to  Jonathan  Ben  Uzziel,  is,  *'  And 
they  heard  the  voice  of  the  Oracle  of  the  Lord 
God,'"  &c.  where  the  voice,  or  the  ztords,  are 
critically  distinguished  from  the  speaker,  the 
Oracle. 

4.  Gen.   iii.    £2.      And    the  Lord  God  said, 
"  Behold,    the  man  is  become  as  one  of  us.''' 
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How  many  were  included  in  the  expression  us, 
"will  appear  from 

5.  Ps.  xxxiii.  6.  "  By  the  Oracle  of  the 
Lord  were  the  heavens  made,  and  all  the  host  of 
them  by  the  breath,  (Heb.  Spirit)  ot  his  mouth." 
Here  the  Lord,  his  Oracle,  and  his  Spirit, 
correspond  to  the  prime  agents  in  the  creation. 
Gen.  i,  1 — 3,  &c. 

6.  Gen.  xix.  **  And  the  Lord  rained  upon 
Sodom  and  upon  Gomorrah^  brimstone  and  fire 
from  THE  Lord,  out  of  heaven."  Here  is  an 
obvious  distinction,  (noticed  in  the  sixth  Letter,) 
between  Jahoh,  twice  repeated,  on  earth,  and  in 
heaven ;  as  marked  by  the  article  the  prefixed  in 
the  latter  case. 

7.  Numb.  vi.  24,  &c.  1.  "  The  Lord  blesS 
thee  and  keep  thee. 

2.  The  Lord  make  his  face  to  shine  upon 
thee,  and  be  gracious  unto  thee. 

3.  The  Lord  lift  up  his  countenance  upon 
thee,  and  give  thee  peace. 

Here,  Jahoh  is  thrice  repeated,  and  different 
functions    are   ascribed  to  each  *.      And   Kabbi 

*  In  the  modern  yraytr  book  of  the  German  and  Polish 
JcwSy  Duke's  place,  London,  the  doxology  is  thus  repeated 
by  the  Priest,  with  the  responses  of  the  Congregation : 

P.  Thb  Lord  bless  thee  and  keep  thee. 

R.  Grant  it  for  the  piety  of  Abraham. 

P.  The  Lord  let  his  countenance  shin*  up«n  thee,  and 
be  gracious  unto  thee. 

H.  Grant  it  for  the  piety  of  Isaac, 
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Bechai  records  a  remarkable  tradition  among  the 
Jezis ;  that  *'  when  the  High  Priest  pronounced 
this  solemn  blessing  upon  the  congregation  of 
Israel,  he  lifted  up  his  hands^  and  so  disposed  his 
fingers,  as  to  cdpress  a  triad,  or  trinity. "  See 
Jones  on  the  Trinity,  p.  83. 

8.  The  true  interpretation  of  this  repetition  is 
given  by  that  great  Rabbinical  scholar,  and  in- 
spired Apostle,  St.  Paul,  in  the  Christian  blessing: 
2  Cor.  xiii.  14. 

2.  "  The  grace  of  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ, 
and 

1.  The  love  of  God,  and 

3.  The  fellowship  of  the  Holy  Ghost,  be 
with  you  all.     Amen." 

Here  we  see  a  marked  correspondence  between 
the  Jewish  and  Chiistian  blessings  ;  only  that  the 
order  of  the  first  and  second  clauses  in  the  Jewish 
is  inverted  in  the  Christian  :  the  latter  bei:innin£[ 
with  OUR  LoRB  Jesus  Christ,  to  intimate,  per- 
haps, that  it  is  by  his  gracious  mediatiotij  that  w« 
sinful  mortals  have  access  unto  the  Father,  or 
boldness  to  approach  him  with  confidence,  by  one 
Spirit,  Ephes.  ii.  18;  iii.  12. 

We  are  not,  however,  to  imagine  that  these 
attributes    are    so   appropriated  to   each  of   the 


P,  The  Lord  turn  his  countenance  toward  thee,  and 
give  thee  peace. 

R.  O  Grant  it  for  the  piety  oi  Jacob,  a^d  give  peace  unt» 
Israel, 
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persons   of  the  Trinity,    as  not   to   be   common 
to  all. 

The  grace  of  ouv  Lord  Jesus  Christ  is,  indeed, 
most  frequently  repeated  in  the  New  Testament, 
Rom.  xvi.  20,  24;  1  Cor.  xvi.  23;  Phil.  iv.  23; 
1  Thes.  V.  28;  2  Thes.  iii  18;  Gal.  vi.  18;  Rev. 
xxii.  21,  &c.  and  most  justly,  "  For  we  kciow  the 
grace  of  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ;  that  /laviug 
been  rich,  {tiT^wios  co^>)  for  our  sakes,  he  became 
poor ;  {i'Txlcoxivas)  that  we,  through  his  poverty, 
might  hecmne  rich,"  2  Cor.  viii.  9. 

But  what  thanks  are  due  to  the  God  of  all 
fcRACE,  *'  Who  saved  us,"  and  called  us  unto  iiis 
.eternal  glory,  by  Curist  Jesus,''  1  Pet.  v.  10,  with 
a  holy  calling ;  not  according  to  our  uorks,  but 
according  to  his  oimi  purpose,  [decreed]  eternal 
ages  before ;  and  his  grace,  which  was  given  us 
by  Jesus  Christ ;  and  is  now  manifested  bv  the 
appearance  of  our  Saviour  Jesus  Christ,  who 
hath  abolished  death,  and  illustrated  life  and  in- 
coinmption,  by  the  Gospel."  2  Tim.  i.  9,  lo. 
Such  is  the  free  and  unmerited  Grace  of  God, 
which  originally  willed  our  salvation  from  the 
foundation  of  the  worlds  through  Christ,  IVIatt. 
XXV,  34;  Rev.  xiii.  8. 

The  Holy  Ghost  also  is  styled  "  the  Spirit 
of  Grace,"  Zech.  xii.  10;  Heb.  x.  29. 

The  Love  of  God  is  most  frequently  repeated, 
Tit.  iii.  4;  Rom.  v.  5 ;  1  John  iv.  9,  &c.  Be- 
cause "  God  so  loved  the  world,  that  he  gave  his 
only  begotten  Son,  to  the  end  hat  all  that  believe 
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in  him  should  not  perish,    but  have  everlasting 
Jjfe."     John  iii.  ]6;    I  John  iv.  9,  &c. 

Cut  *'  the /oi?e  of  Christ  also  passeth  know- 
ledge," Eph.  iii.  19.  "  %vho  loved  its,  and  gave 
himself  for  us,  an  offering  and  sacrifice  to  God, 
for  a  fragrant  savour."  Eph.  v.  2. 

And  the  iove  of  the  Holy  Ghost  is  evinced 
by  the  fruits  of  the  Spirit,  love,  joy,  peace,  &c. 
Gal  V.  22,  *'  by  pureness,  by  knowledge,  by 
long-suffering,  by  kindness,  by  the  holt  spirit, 
by  /ore  im feigned,'''  2  Cor.  vi.  6. 

Tlte  fellowship  of  the  Holy  Ghost,  is  pe- 
culiarly attributed  to  him,  because  He  dzvelleth 
in  the  Eaithful,  Rom.  viii.  11;  John  xiv.  ]/, 
Avhose  temple  they  are.  1  Cor.  vi.  19 ;  but  it 
equally  belongs  to  the  Father  and  the  Son^ 
for  *'  truly  our  fellozvship  is  with  the  Fath£B, 
and  with  his  Son  Jesus  Christ."  1  John  i.  3. 

9.  Isa.  vi.  3.  "  And  one  cried  to  another  and 
said.  Holy,  Holt,  Holy,  is  the  Lord  of 
Hosts;  the  xrhole  earth  is  full  of  his  Glory." 

Tliis  threefold  repetition  of  Holj/  is  applicable 
to  the  three  persons  of  the  Trinity,  who  are  all 
entitled  to  the  appellation  of  the  Lord  of  Hosts; 
The  Father  unquestionably  is  Lord  of  Hosts, 
James  v.  4,  &c.  but  not  exclusively ;  for  the 
prophet  declares,  "  mine  c)'es  have  seen  the 
King,  the  I^ord  of  Hosts,  silting  upon  a  throne 
oi  Glory y""  in  the  spiritual  temple;  and  this 
Lord,  the  Regent  Lord,  (Adoni)  was  Christ  : 
For  "  these  things  said  Isaiah,  ^hcn  he  saw  his 
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(Christ's)  glory.''  Isa.  vi.  1 — 5;  John  xii.  41. 
This  Lo7'd  Avas  also  the  Holy  Ghost;  For, 
**  Well  spake  the  Holy  Ghost,  by  Isaiah  the 
prophet,  unto  our  Fathers,  saying,  Go  unto  this 
people  and  say,  Hearing  ye  shall  hear,  and  shall 
not  understand,''  &c.  Acts  xxviij.  3,5,  26,  &c.  but 
this  was  the  very  message  delivered  to  the  prophet 
by  the  visible  Lord  of  Hosts. 

Origen,  who  was  no  Arian,  though  often  mis- 
represented as  such,   has  a  fine  reflection,  in  his 
Homily   on   this   passage  :    "  The  Seraphim  are 
not  content  to  say  Holy  once  or  twice;   but  to 
take  the  perfect  number  of  the  Trinity,   thereby 
to  declare  the  manifold  holiness  of  God  :  which  is 
•a  repeated  intercommunion  of  a  three-fold  hohness; 
the  holiness  of  the  Father,    the  holiness  of  the 
only  begotten  Son,    and  of  the  Holy  Ghost."" — 
Hence,    the  Father    is   styled,    ''   the   High  and 
Holy  one  that  inhabiteth  eternity,"  Is.   Ivii.  15; 
Christ  declares  of  himself  in  prophecy,   "  Thou 
shalt  not  leave  my  Soul  in  Hades  ;  neither  shalt 
thou  suffer  thy  Holy  one  to  see  corruption  [in  the 
grave."]  Ps.  xvi.    il.     Whence  Pe/er  upbraided 
the  Jews,  "  Ye  denied  the  Holy  one  and  the  Just." 
Acts  iii.  14.     And  of  the   Holy  Spirit,  Joh]/.  de- 
clares,  "  Ye  have  an  unction  from  the  Holy  one, 
and  ye  knozo  all  things."  1  John  ii.  20.     So  Christ 
himself  was  "  anointed  with  the  Holy  Ghost  and 
with  power."  Acts  x.  38.     And  we  find  in  Nebu- 
chadnezzar s  second  dream,    the  appellations  of 
*'  the  JVatchei's  and  the  Holy  ones,""   Dan.   iv. 


(    236    ) 

13 — 17,  '*  which  denote  the  persons  of  the  God- 
head :  the  first,  describing  them  by  the  vigilance 
of  their  universal  Providence ;  the  second,  by  the 
transcendant  sa7Ktity  of  their  nature  ;"  according 
to  the  admirable  interpretation  of  Bishop  Horsele^y 
in  the  last  sermon  which  he  ever  composed,  Vol. 
L  Pref.  p.  iii.  Vol.  II.  Ser.  xxix.  p.  430. 
And  this  leads  us  to  the  parallel  text, 
10.  Rev.  i.  8.  **  I  am  Alpha  and  Omega,  the 
beginning  and  the  ending,  saith  the  Lord,  who 
2>,  and  who  was,  and  who  is  to  come,  the 
Almighty." 

From  the  analogy  between  this  verse,  and  the 
I7di  and  18th  of  this  chapter,  and  xxi.  6;  xxii. 
12,  13,  we  are  warranted  to  infer  that  the  Loud 
who  spake  it  was  Christ;  who  consequently  is 
entitled  to  every  7ia??ie  and  attril/uie  expressed 
therein;  and  among  the  rest,  to  that  of  the 
Almighty,  (h  •nacvroxparu^)  expressive  of  universal 
dominion,  and  therefore  equivalent  to  the  God  of 
Sabaoth,  or  God  of  Hosts,  in  the  former  text. 
And  this  is  the  interpretation  of  Origen  :  "  Now 
that  you  may  know  the  omnipotence  of  the  Fathe?' 
and  of  the  Son,  to  be  one  end  the  same  ;  like  as 
he  (the  Son)  is  ojie  and  the  same  God  and  Lord 
with  the  Father ;  hear  what  St.  John  saith  in  the 
Kevelation  :  '  These  things  saith  the  Lord  xvho  is, 
and  who  was,  and  who  is  to  come,  the  Almighty' 
For  who  is  the  Almighty  that  is  to  come,  but 
Christ  T'  De  Principiis,  Lib.  1,  cap.  2.  See  the 
original,  Jones  on  the  Trinity,  p.  l6,   17.     This 
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also    was    the    interpretation    of    the    judicious 
Gtxgory  Nazianzen, 

Most  plainly  and  expressly  is  the  doctrine  of  the 
Trinity  in  Unity  inculcated,  in  our  Lord's  last 
and  fullest  commission  to  his  Apostles,  shortly 
before  his  ascension. 

II.  Matt,  xxviii.  18 — 20.  "  All  authority 
was  given  (eSoS^)  unto  me,  in  heanen  and  in 
earth :  go  ye  forth,  therefore,  and  discipline 
(i/-a&7)TEy(TaTe)  all  the  nations ;  baptizing  them  in 
the  name  of  the  Father,  and  of  the  Son,  and 
of  THE  Holy  Ghost:  teaching  (SjSa(j>covTey)  them 
to  observe  all  things  whatsoever  I  have  com- 
manded you." 

This  authoritative  commission  forms  the  grand 
Charter  of  the  Christian  Church.  Its  authenti- 
city is  unimpeachable  :  and  being  founded  on  the 
Rock  Christ  himself,  and  ratified  by  the  ever- 
blessed  and  adorable  Trinity,  furnishes  a  sure 
and  firm  foundation  of  our  Faith,  The  winds 
and  waves  oi  Injidelity  may  beat  against  it  and 
foam,  in  vain,  to  the  end  of  the  world. 

"  To  ?/2e,"  (on  the  contrary,)  says  Dr.  Car- 
penter, "  it  appears  clear ,  that  if  this  be,  as 
some  say,  the  chief  support  of  the  doctrine  of  the 
Trifiity,  it  must  soon  fall,  Qiet'er  to  rise  again*'* 
Unitarianism,  &c.  p.  23. 

Quid  dignum  tanto  feret  hie  promissor  hiatu  ? 
Parturiunt  monies,  ?iascetur  ridiculus  mus  ! 

HoR. 
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Let  us  examine  the  grounds  of  this  high  sound' 
iug,  but  worse  than  ?'i(Iiculous  denunciation,  and 
we  shall  find  it  built  upon  the  sand,  and  doomed 
to  the  very  same  fate  it  threatens,  when  assailed 
by  the  wind  and  raiti  of  rational  and  scriptural 
criticism. 

I.  "  Ailpozver  is  given*  to  me  in  heaven  and 
on  earth :"  therefore,  says  Dr.  C.  "  this  verse  can- 
not be  justly  considered  as  implying  the  equality 
of  the  Son  with  the  Father,"  p.  1 30.  But,  surely, 
the  delegation  furnishes  no  rational  objection  :  if, 
as  our  Lord  declared  to  his  disciples,  "  All  things 
that  the  Father  hath  are  mine.'"  John  xvi.  \5; — 
*'  even  his  eternal  power  and  Godhead.""  Rom.  i.  20. 
And  if,  as  he  appealed  to  the  Father  himself,  "  all 
mine  are  thine ;  and  thine,  7nine;  and  /  have  been 
glorified  ('Scoo^zstJiaci)  in  them."  John  xvii.  10.  ''And 
now,  O  Father,  glorifii  (Jo^aaov)  thou  me,  along 
u^ith  thine  own  self,  (-Traca  (t^xvtu)  with  the  glory 
which  I  had  along  with  thee,  before  the  world 
was''  John  xvii.  .5.  "When  "  he  was  along  with 
THE  God,  and  was  God  the  Oracle."    John 

*  E^c9>},  should  be  rendered  "■  xvas  given."  Our  Lord  re- 
ceived the  commisbion,  even  before  liis  incaniation^  Trxvrx  /xoj 
•jra^t^o^n  vtto  tu  Tratrp;  //a.  "  All  thiDgs  were  delivered  to  rae 
by  Tiiy  Father."  hlail.  xi.  2/. — The  note-maker  to  the  Uni' 
tariuii  Version,  (who  enlircly  concurs  with  Dr.  C.)cndea\«ours 
to  disparage  this  cuiumibsion  :  "  All,  is  often  used  in  a  limited 
sense  ;  as  ch.  xx.  2'3.  shews  it  is  here." — There  is  some  mis- 
take in  the  reference,  which  is  irreleviint ;  as  also,  the  re- 
mainder of  the  note,  added  in  the  fourth  edition. 
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L  1,  2.     Surely,  all  this  implies,  that  tiie  Son  is 
equal  to  the  Father,  as  touching  his  Godhead.'''' 

2.  But,  objects  Dr.  C. — "  Baptizing  into,  or 
into  the  name  of,  a  person,  is  no  proof  of  his  di- 
ti'mity;  otherwise  Moses  w'o.^  God:  for  all  were 
baptized  into  Moses  (e;?  rev  Ma/ycrw)  in  the  cloud 
and  in  the  sea.'"     1  Cor.  x.  2. 

But  the  cases  are  not  parallel :  the  Israelites^ 
by  their  mb^aculous  passage  through  the  Red  Sea, 
under  the  guidance  and  protection  of  the  God  of 
Israel,  in  the  cloud,  by  this  symbolical  baptism, 
were  initiated  into  a  covenant  with  the  Lord, 
through  the  inediation,  or  ministry  of  Moses :  the 
Apostle,  in  this  beautiful  and  apposite  imagery, 
evidently  alluding  to  the  narrative  in  Exodus: 
"  And  Israel  saw  that  great  work  which  the 
Loud  did  upon  the  Egyptians)  [whom  they  saw 
dead  upon  the  sea-shore  :]  and  the  people  feared 
the  Lord;  and  believed  the  Lord,  and  his  ser- 
geant Moses:'  Exod.  xiv.  30,  3L  Here  the 
inferiority  of  JMoses  as  "  servant,'"  is  clearly  as- 
certained*.    And  St.  Paul  indirectly  stigmatizes 

*  Among  the  books  distributed  by  the  Unitarian  Soaefif, 
there  is  o!ie  in  ihe  catalogue,  subjoined  to  their  Ru/ts,  &c,. 
published  in  I8I6,  No.  (8.)  **  A  new  Way  of  deciding  old 
Confrovasiis ;  by  Basanistes,''  8vo,  which,  for  the  novelty  and 
malignity  of  its  views  of  the  Gospel,  is  entitled  to  the  sieverest 
censure  and  reprobation. 

Its  unworthy  object  is  to  ridicule  *,  and   burlesque  the 

*  His  heathenish  motto  is, — Ridenlem  dicere  veriim  Quid  vetat  ?  Hor, 
-~-"  What  should  be  serious,  he  turns  to  farce." — Horace  furnished  a 
better,— Quid  verum  atque  decent  euro  et  rogo,  et  omnis  in  hoc  sum. 
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the  supposed  divinily  of  Moses,  as  downright  blas- 
phemy, while  he  reprobated  the  contentious  Sects 

doctrinp  of  the  Holy  Trinity,  by  substitutintr  tliat  of  a 
"  Quaternity  !"  wliiclj  the  whimsical  aii'l  paradoxiciil  author 
labours  to  establish,  by  tlic  most  cxtraordinarv  perversion  of 
Scripture,  in  sup[)(irtiiig  the  dmnity  of  Moses.  And  h« 
boasts,  in  the  jininco  to  the  third  edition,  enlarged,  Johnson, 
1815,  that  "  Hitherto,  no  attem[)t  has  been  made  to  contra^ 
vert  a  single  statement  or  argument  in  the  work."    P.  xvii. 

Though  not  disposed  to  enter  into  a  formal  controversy 
with  one  who  considers  the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity,  to  be  "  aw 
idolatrous  opinion,  which  is  the  grand  source  oi  all  superstition, 
bigotry,  strife,  intolerance,  and  scepticism  among  Christians ;' 
and  '■'■  a  fair  subject  for  ridicidc."  Pp.  xvi.  xvii.  xxxii.  I 
shall  briefly,  in  this  note,  disprove  his  main  position,  that 
Moses  and  Christ  were  Gods  alike;  for"  that  the  arguments 
of  the  orthodox  for  the  godhead  of  Christy  would  equally 
prove  the  godhead  of  Musts." 

1.  Moses  was  deputed  the  ambassador  of  the  God  of  glory, 
who  appeared  to  him.  in  the  midst  of  the  buriiing  bush,  at 
Horcb.  E.sod.  iii.  1 — 18.  But  this  God  of  glory,  according 
to  the  unanimous  opinion  of  the  primitive  Fathers  of  the 
Church  *,  was  the  Son  of  Cod ; — "  the  image,"  or  visible  re- 
presentative "  of  the  invislhlc  God."  Col.  i.  15. — "  The  ef- 
fulgence of  His  glory,  and  the  character  or  impress  of  his  sub- 
sistence." Heb.  i.  1 — 3.  And  accordingly  St.  Faiil  represents 
the  Israelites,  as  *'  tempting  Christ  in  the  wilderness."  i  Cor. 
X.  9«  evidently  referring  to  Exod.  xvii.  2,  7.  Numb.  xxi. 
5 — 9  >  Ji"*!  Moses  himself,  as  "  preferring  reproach  for 
Christ's  sake,  before  the  treasures  of  Egypt."  Heb.  xi.  26. 
Therefore,  Christ  was  "  ihe  God  of  the  Hebrews,"  who  ap- 
peared, in  glory,  to  Abraham,  Isaac,  and  Jacob,  Acts  vii.  2  ; 
Exod,  iii.  J8;  vi.  3.  And  the  tutelar  God  of  Israel,  who 
appeared  in  glory  on  Rhnmt  Sinai,  to  Moses,  Aaron,  and  his 

•  See  Letter  VI.  of  this  series. 
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of  Christians  at  Cor'mth  :  "  Every  one  of  you 
saith,  I  am  [a  disci[)lej  of  Paul ;  and  I,  of  Apol- 

soiis  the  priests,  and  to  the  seventy  elders  of  Israel^  Exod. 
xxiv.  9 — 11.  And  our  Lord  himself  assumed  this  character, 
in  his  mournful  expostulation  with  Jerusalem  : — "  How  often 
would  1  have  gathered  thy  children  together,  &c.  butj/e  would 
not r  Matt,  xxiii.  37  ;  Exod.  xix.  4    -6' ;  Deut.  xxxii.  1 1,  12» 

2.  Moses  was  faithful  as  a  servant,  in  all  God's  household: 
but  Christ,  as  a  son,  over  his  household.  And  He  was 
counted  worthy  of  greater  estimation  than  Moses,  inasmuch 
as  the  founder  of  the  household  is  entitled  to  more  honour 
than  the  household  itself.  Heb.  iii.  1 — 6. 

3.  Moses  worked  miracles,  by  a  delegated  power  ;  Christ 
by  his  own. 

It  is  truly  remarkable,  that  the  only  occasion  in  which 
Moses  and  Aaron  presumed  to  act  in  their  own  names,  in- 
curred a  severe  censure  and  punishment  from  God:- — "  Hear 
now,  ye  relets,  must  we  fetch  you  water  out  of  this  rock?" 
— But  this  displeased  the  Loud,  because  "  they  sanctified 
Him  not  in  the  eyes  of  the  cliildren  of  Israel,"  or  gave  not 
God  the  glory  of  the  miracle  ;  and  "  because  they  believed 
Him  not,"  or  gave  not  implicit  credence  to  his  command, 
only  "  to  speak  to  the  rock,"  but  smote  the  rock  twice,  with 
the  rod,  when  the  water  gushed  out  abundantly. — And  for 
this  oft'ence,  both  Moses  and  Aaron  were  excluded  from  the 
land  of  promise,  and  sentenced  to  die,  in  the  wilderness,  and 
on  this  side  of  Jordan.  Numb.  xx.  7 — 12.  Though  Moses 
earnestly  besought  the  Lord  to  reverse  his  sentence,  but  in 
vain.     Deut.  iii.  23 — 27. 

On  the  contrary,  Chuist,  when  he  worked  miracles,  spoke 
authoritativolv,  in  his  own  name,  and  with  all  the  command- 
ing brevity,  which  he  exercised  at  the  creation,  when  "  God 
said,  Let  there  be  light :  and  there  was  lioht."  Gen.  i.  3. 
Thus,  when  the  Itper  worshipped  him,  and  besought  him, 
"  Lord,  if  thou  wiliest,  thou  canst  make  me  clean."  Jesus 
granted  his  prayer,  in  his  own  words,  "  I  will,  he  thou  clean''' 
VOL.  IT.  R 
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los;    and   I,   of   Kephas,  or   Peter;   and   I,  ot 
Christ ;"  What,  [the  Apostle  indignantly  asks]  Is 

And  immediately  his  leprosy  was  cleansed.  Matt.  viii.  1 — 3. 
In  two  words,  he  restored  Jairus's  daughter  to  life,  Talitha 
kumi.  "Damsel,  arise."  Mark  v.  41  ;  and  likewise  the  widow's 
son  at  Nain — '*  Young  man,  arise."  Luke  vii.  14  ;  and  in  that 
last  and  greatest  resurrection,  "  Lazarus,  come  forth."    John 
xi.  43.    And  most  remarkable  was  the  authoritative  language 
in  which  he  quelled  instantaneously, "  the  great  storm"  sud- 
denly raised,  and  most  probably  by  Satan,  the  prince  of  the 
power  of  the  air,  in  the  lake  of  Genntsareth,  endeavouring  to 
destroy  him,  while  he  slept  in  the  ship. — "  But  he  arose,  and 
rebuked  the  wind,  (the  prime  mover  of  the  tempest,)  and  said 
to  the  sea,  (which  was  agitated  by  the  \\'\i\<\,)  oiuirx\  wE^i/itwa-**! 
"   Hush,"  (thou  wind,)  "  Be  instantly  muzzled,"   (thou  sta, 
then  roaring  like  a  wild  beast,)  and  immediately  "  the  wind 
was  lulled,   and    there  Jell  a  great  calm"  in  the   sea,  which 
usually  runs  mountains  high,  after  the  gale  ceases. — And 
the  efi'ect  of  this  stupendous  miracle  upon  his  disciples,  was 
proportionate  :  "  they  were  tetrified  with  great  terror,  and  said 
to  each  other,   (not  daring  to  address  him,)   JVItat  extraordi- 
nary person  is  this,  that  even  the  wind  and  the  sta  obey  him  !  !" 
Mark  iv.37 — 41.     And  to  crown  all,  he  assumed  and  exer- 
cised a  power,  which,  even  by  the  confession  of  his  enemies, 
belonged  to  God  only — "  Thy  tins  be  forgiven  thee  !"  Matt, 
ix.  1—7. 

4.  Christ  also  was  equally  authoritative  in  bis  doctrines, 
which  he  delivered  in  his  own  name,  to  the  great  astonishment 
of  the  multitudes.  Matt.  vii.  28  ;  Luke  iv.  32. 

In  bis  divine  sermon  on  the  Mount,  he  thus  expounds,  and 
enlarges  the  Decalogue  h^eU,  delivered  on  Mount  Sinai,  '•  Vc 
have  heard  that  it  was  oracularly  spoken  to  the  ancients  (i^fjjSi* 

•  Here  the  perfect  passive  of  the  verb,  <fi^«i»,  "  tomuiz/e,"  (I  Cor.ix.  9.) 
IS  more  energetic  than  the  aorist,  (^ijuw^uti,  addressed  by  our  Ltftd  to  tbe 
demoniacs.  Mark  i.  25 ;  Luke  iv.  35. 
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Christ  divided  ?  [into  leaders  of  sects]  Was  Paul 
crucified  for  you  ?    Or  were  ye  baptized  into  the 

TOK  «f%atoi«)  Thou  shalt  not  kill ;  and  whosoever  shall  kill,  shall 
be  liable  to  the  judgment ;  (Exod.  xx.  13  ;  xxi.  12.)  but  I  satf 
unto  you,  that  whosoever  is  angry  wilh  his  brother,  without  a 
cause,  shall  be  liable  to  the  judgment,"  &c.  INIatt.  v.  21—23. 

"  Ye  have  heard,  that  it  was  oracularly  spoken  to  the 
endents,  Thou  shalt  not  commit  adultery,  (^Exod.  xx.  14.)  but 
I  say  unto  youy  tliat  whosoever  looketh  on  a  woman  to  lust  after 
her,  hath  committed  adultery  with  her  already  in  his  heart,'' 
&c.  Matt.  V.  27,  28. 

Thus  does  our  Lobd,  as  thk  Son  of  Man,  spiritualize 
those  laws,  which  he  delivered  before,  as  the  Oracle,  on 
Mount  Sinai ;  when  the  world  became  better  prepared  for 
such  refinements,  under  a  new  and  better  covenant;  sanctioned 
with  more  awful  rewards  and  punishments,  in  a  future  state; 
whereas  the  sanctions  of  the  Mosaical  law  were  chiefly  tern' 
poral,  as  expressed  in  the  second  commandment.  (Exod.  xx. 
5,  6.)  See  also  the  remarks  on  John  i.  l6.  Letter  VII.  of 
this  series. 

5.  And  St.  Paul's  inference  is  sufficient,  surely,  to  make 
the  stoutest  gaiiisayer,  or  scoffer,  tremble: 

"  See  that  ye  reject  not  the  Speaker  :  (to»  hx'KHtrct)  for 
if  f^fj/ escaped  not,  who  rejected  him,  when  uttering  oracles 
vpon  the  earth;  (ett*  rns  yvi  jjp»3jcAaTi^o»T«,)  whose  vo?'ce  then  shook 
the  earth:  (Exod.  xix.  18,  l^-) — much  more  shall  not  we 
escape,  if  we  turn  away  from  him,  when  [^speaking'\  from  hea- 
ven— who  710W  hath  promised,  saying,  Yet  once  more,  I  shake, 
not  only  the  earth,  but  also  the  heaven.  (Haggai  ii.  6.) — where- 
fore,— may  we  have  grace,  to  enable  us  to  serve  God  accept- 
ably, with  reverence  and  religioiis  fear :  for  our  God  is  a 
consuming  fire  !  [under  the  Gospel,  as  well  as  under  the  Law. 
Ps.  1.  3  ;  Deut.  ix.  3.]  Heb.  xii.  25—29. 

These  arguments  and  scriptural  references,  (all  totally  un- 
noticed in  the  "  New  Uay,"  &c.)  seem  abundantly  sufficient 
to  establish  the  infinite  disparity  and  superiority  of  Christ 
K    2 
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name  of  Paul  ?  I  thank  God,  that  I  baptized 
none  of  you,  save  Crispus  and  Gains,  that  no  one 
might  say  that  /  baptized  into  my  own  name." 
1  Cor.  i.  11  —  15. 

3.  "  The  sense  of  the  passage,''  proceeds  Dr. 
C.  "  appears  obviously  to  be,  '  Baptizing  them 
into  the  profession  of  that  Religion,'  which  had 
God  as  its  author^  and  Jesus  as  its  revealer,  and 
\vas  confirmed  by  the  gifts  of  the  Spirit.""    P.  1 3 1  * . 

Admitting  that  us  to  ovofA.a,  may  not  improperly 
be  explained,  *'  into  the  proj'cssion  of  the  Faith, 
or  religion  of  the  Father,'''  -r^Ua.r^os :  Surely,  the 
phrase  being  equally  understood  of  the  remaining 
nouns  also,  in  the  genitive  case,  xa»  t»  Tin,  xaj  ra  »yn* 

above  ilfoics. — IMay  they  contribute,  byhisg/v/re"  to  open 
the  eyes"  of  "  Basanirtes,"  this  "  tvrturer"  of  Scripture, 
and  persecutor  of  Christ,  (Acts  xxvi.  iS  ;  ix.  4.)  and  con- 
vince him,  that  b^s  work  is  indeed,  what  he  himself,  unwit- 
tingly styles  it,  AIPELEnN  ANASTAZli;.  "  A  resurrection, 
or  revival  of  heresies,"  the  most  blasphemous  iuid  portentous  !  ! 
*  In  this  explanation,  the  note  in  the  Unitarian  version 
also  concurs  ;  considering  the  passage,  "  as  a  symbolical  re- 
presentation of  that  holy  religion  which  originated  with  the 
Father,  was  taught  by  Christ  the  Son,  (that  is  \\\v serxant  and 
messenger  of  God)  and  confirmed  by  the  gifts  of  the  Spirit." 
—Here,  the  parenthetical  clause  has  the  further  demerit  of 
misinterpreting  the  meaning  of  Sun;  "  the  only  begotten, — 
the  peculiar — the  beloved  Son  of  God,"  so  distinguished  from 
all  other  beings,  John  i.  18;  Rom.  viii.  32;  Matt.  iii.  17  ; 
xvii.  5,  &c.  SiC.  an<l  degrading  him  into  a  servant,  contrary 
to  the  express  distinction  of  Scripture,  Heb.  iii.  5,  6,  &c. 
ranking  him  above  the  angtls,  Ikb.  i.  5 — 7-  aa  being  Gou. 
Heb.  i.  8.  John  i.  1. 
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rivsy/xaTof,  all  coiineeted  tocrether  by  the  copulative 
particle;  they  must  equally  denote  persons;  and  of 
the  same  hind ;  and,  therefore,  there  is  an  obvious 
solecism  in  turning  the  last  into  an  operation.,  viz. 

"  the  gifts  of  the  Spirit:' Indeed,   Dr.   C. 

himself  admits,  that  "  if  the  doctrine  of  the  pe?'- 
sonality  of  the  Holy  Spirit  were  proved^  of  course, 
it  would  sufficiently  aW/  accord  with  it,  [the  text."] 
p.  131,  note.  And  surely,  the  arcor^^wce  of  the 
received  interpretation  is  preferable  to  the  discord- 
ance of  this  gloss !  and  furnishes  no  mean  proof 
of  the  personalitjj  of  the  Holy  Spirit;  especially 
when  supported  by  such  a  "  cloud  of  witnesses," 
as  is  here  adduced,  from  other  quarters  *. 

♦  The  personality  of  the  Holy  Spirit,  is  justly  inferred, 
from  the  personal  actions  attributed  to  him  ;  which  cannot 
possibly  relate  to  the  Father  himself. 

1.  Christ  is  styled  our  "  Advocate  with  the  Father,"  (waga- 
y.X?irov  rpog  Tov  vxTifa^)  1  John  ii.  1.  who  "  intercedeth  lor  us," 
{^mvy^cttit  viri^  h^uv,)  Rom.  viii.  35.  but  Christ  styles  tlie 
Holy  Spirit,  "  another  advocate"  {aWov  va.^cx.xXtiron,)  Juliii  xiv. 
16',  26".  who  "  intercedeth  for  us,  with  groaniiigs  unspeak- 
able," {Inepivivyy^anti  i/'iref  ^/xwn  r'^ay^oi^  a^«^>)T♦K,)  Kom.  viii, 
26.  If  then  the  one  "  adxwcate"  be  a  person,  which  is  unde- 
niable, the  "  other  advocate"  must  be  a  person  likewise;  and 
cannot  possibly  denote  the  spirit,  energy,  or  power  of  tht 
Father ;  because  it  would  be  absurd  to  suppose  the  spirit  of 
the  Father,  interceding,  so  pathetically,  with  Himself! 

2.  The  Holy  Spirit  is  said  to  be  "  se7it  by  the  Father,  in 
the  name  of  the  Son:"  John  xiv.  26.  and  *'  sent  likewise,  by 
the  Son  from  the  Father."  John  xv.  26. — "  VVhen  He,  (eksi»^) 
tlie  Spirit  of  the  truth  is  come,"  saith  Christ,  "  he  will  guide 
you   into  all  the  truth  ;  for   he  shall  not  speak  of  himself; 
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4.  "  The  Apostles,"  says  Dr.  C.  "  obviously 
did  not  consider  this  as  a  necessary  formula^  for 

but  whatsoever  he  shall  kear^  that  shall  he  speak  ;  and  he 
shall  declare  to  you  things  to  come."  John  xvi.  14. — "  He 
(«xti*(^)  shall  ghrijy  me,  for  he  shall  receive  of  mine,  and 
shall  declare  unto  you."  John  xvi.  14.  Here,  the  emphatic 
pronoun,   ixem®',   corresponding  to  celui  la,  in  French,  from 

o{  tx(»  £r» — "  He  that  is  there," (an  etymology  not  noticed 

by  any  lexicographer)  is  expressly  applied  to  the  Holy 
Spirit ;  and  also  the  various  actions  of  being  sent,  comings 
speaking,  hearing,  declaring,  rectiving,  and  glorifying :  to  con- 
sider all  these,  as  dk  prosopopoeia,  or  fiCUi\o\x%  penunification  of 
an  attribute  of  the  Father,  would  be  absurd  in  the  highest  de- 
gree. And  it  is  actually /c-/<  to  be  absurd,  by  its  abettors,  as 
we  may  collect  from  the  profound  silence  of  the  Unitarian 
note-maker,  on  all  these  important  texts. 

3.  To  baptize  in,  or  info  the  name  of  the  Holy  Ghost,  con- 
sidered as  a  person,  is  intelligible; — but  into  the  natne  of 
'*  the  gifts  (f  the  Spirit,"  (substituting  the  Unitarian  deiyni- 
tion)  is  unintelligible,  and  palpably  absurd.  They  tnl  us 
indeed,  wherever  the  spirit  is  said  to  be  "  given"  or  "  nut  yet 
given," — "  by  miasurCf" or  "  without  measure," — to  be"  poured 
out,"  &c.  that  ihe  gifts  of  the  Spirit  are  plainly  understood. 
And  it  is  true,  indeed,  that  God  is  said  to  have  given  the 
Holy  Ghost  to  them  that  obey  him,  (Acts  v.  3'J  ;)  but  it  is 
equally  true,  that  a  person  may  be  given:  for  we  read, 
"  Unto  us  a  So7i  is  given."  Isa.  ix.  6.  And  we  are  assured, 
that  "  God  so  loved  the  world,  that  He  gave  his  only-Jngotten 
Son,"  &c.  (John  lii.  l6.) — and  that  Son  is  Christ.  Since 
then,  to  the  Holy  Ghost  is  assigned  the  personal  pronoun,  and 
the  actions,  above  described  ;  we  are  fully  warranted  to  con- 
clude, against  the  Socinians,  Sabeltiun  Unitarians,  and  Maho- 
metans, that  the  Holy  Ghost,  in  these  important  passages, 
dues  not  signify  an  energy,  operation,  power,  quality,  or  at- 
tribute of  the  Deity;  but  a  person,  a  spiritual,  intellectual 
and  divine  Bein2.   See  the  well-written  article  of  the  "  HoL? 
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we  have  no  instance  on  record,  in  which  they  em- 
ployed it,  and  we  know  that  they  actually  baptized 
into  the  name  of  JesuSy  atone."  P.  131.  See  Acts 
viii.  16';  X.  48;  xix.  5. 

We  know  that  the  Apostles  baptized,  indeed, 
into  the  name,  or  in  the  name  of  Je^us :  "  Re- 
pent,^' said  Peter,  to  the  first  fruits  of  the  Chris- 
tian Church,  on  the  memorable  day  of  Pentecost, 
"  and  be  baptized  every  one  of  you,  into  the  name 
(ettj  TO)  ovo/AaTj)  of  Jesus  Christ,  for  remission  of 
sins;  and  ye  shall  receive  the  gift  of  the  Holy 
Spirit."  Acts  ii.  3S.  But  who  told  Dr.  C.  that 
they  baptized  in  his  name  o)dij  ?  They  rather 
were  baptized  in  the  name  of  the  whole  Trinity  ; 
as  we  may  infer  from  the  mention  of  the  Holy  Spi- 
rit, whose  "  gift,^'  the  Apostle,  and  whose  "  bap- 
tism,'' Christ,  promised  them,  (Acts  i.  5  ;  xi.  l6.) 
and,  surely,  the  Apostles  would  not  omit  the  Fa- 
ther OF  all!  The  doctrine  of  the  Trinity  was 
familiar  to  the  Jews,  as  we  have  seen,  of  old  time : 
the  only  r/ew  article  to  be  inculcated  was,  XhdLV"  Jesus 
was  the  Messiah,  or  Christ,  ih^Son  of  God, "  of  the 
Old  Testament.  And,  therefore,  this  only  is  men 
tioned  in  the  concise  narrative ;  this  part  of  the 
formula  being  put  for  the  whole.  By  the  same 
elliptical  usage,  "  the  grace  of  our  Lord  Jesus 
Christ,  be  with  you  all,"  is  frequently  substituted 

Ghost,"  in  Dr.  Rubi/ison's  valuable  Theological  Dictionary, 
1815,  improving  on  Calmet's  Dictionary,  and  well-deserving 
of  general  circulation,  for  its  various  information  and  great 
compression,  and  copious  citation  of  authors. 
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for  the  entire  benediction,  in  the  name  of  the 
Trinity  :  Roin.  xvi.  20,  &c. — )VilI  Dr.  C.  argue 
from  this,  to  the  exclusion  of  2  Cor.  xiii.   14? 

Di'.  C.  should  beware  of  "  the  hUisphcniy  against 
THE  Holy  Spirit,"  "  A  sin'  of  the  most^/_^Y/«- 
tic  impiety,  "  not  to  be  Jorgiven  in  this  wvrldy 
nor  the  next"  Matt.  xii.  31.  I'nhappily,  this 
formidable  text  is  not  to  be  found  in  his  Inde.v. 

12.  ]  Cor.  xii.  I  — 11.  "  Now  concerning  5/)i- 
ritual  [gifts]  brethren,  I  would  not  have  you  igno- 
rant. Ye  know  that  ye  were  Gentiles^  carried 
away  to  these  dumb  idols,  even  as  ye  were  led  [by 
your  teachers.]  Wherefore  I  certify  unto  you,  that 
no  one  speaking  by  the  Spirit  of  God,  calleth 
Jesus  accursed  (ava^epta)  ;  and  no  one  is  able  to 
say  that  Jesus  is  the  Lord,  but  by  the  Holy 
Spirit.  Now  there  are  diversities  of  gifts,  but 
THE  SAME  Spirit;  and  diversities  of  ministries^ 
but  THE  SAME  LoRDj  and  diversities  ofo/^tTff/iow^, 
but  it  is  THE  SAME  GoD,  who  worketh  all  in  all. 
But  the  manifestation  of  the  Spirit  is  given  to 
every  one,  j'or  the  benefit  [of  the  whole  Church.] 
For  to  one  is  given  by  the  Spirit,  the  word  of 
ivisdom  ;  to  another,  the  word  of  knou  ledge  ;  ac- 
cording to  the  same  Spirit  ;  to  another,  faith; 
to  another,  the  gift  of  healing,  by  the  same 
Spirit;  to  another,  workings  of  [miraculous]] 
pozvers ;  to  another,  prophecy ;  to  another,  dis- 
cerning of  spirits;  to  another,  divers  kinds  of 
tongues;  to  another,  ihe  interpretation  of  tongues: 
but  all  these  worketh  the  one  and  the  same 
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Spirit  (to  Jv  xai  to  a^To  Unvfxa)  distributing  seve- 
rally to  each,    according  as  he  himself  willeth^ 

In  this  circumstantial  text,  omitted  likewise 
by  Dr.  C.  XapiffixacTa,  "  ^"?/^-y>"  in  the  first  class, 
verse  4,  seem  to  correspond  to  x«?KJ/^«'»'a  tanj^aruvy 
"  gifts  of  healings,''^  verse  9,  28,  30.  And  ttiese 
are  attributed  to  the  Holv  Spirit;  as,  on  the 
contrary,  the  infliction  of  diseases,  for  correction 
or  punishment,  was  called,  "  to  delirer  over  unto 
Satan,''  or  the  wicked  spirit,  Acts  xiii.  y — U;  1 
Cor.  V.  5. 

A»a)tovia(,  *'  ministries,''  in  the  second  class,  verse 
5,  includes  the  various  order  oi  Apostles,  Prophets, 
Teachers,  Helps  or  Helpers,  Governments  or  Go' 
vernors  J  the  abstract  terms  being  used  for  the 
concrete,  verse  27 — 29.  The  appointment  of  these 
is  attributed  to  Christ,  the  Lord,  or  spiritual 
Head  of  the  Church,  or  corporate  bodi/,  of  which 
they  are  members,  verse  12. 

Eve§7'/3/xaTa,  "  Workings"  or  '*  operations,"  in  the 
third  class,  verse  6,  are  afterwards  explained, 
svEgyyi/xaTa  ^vmfj^sm,  "  Workings  of  powers"'  or  mira- 
cles, verse  10;  and  the  workers  themselves  are 
afterwards  called  ovyaix^i^,  powers  or  miracles  ;  the 
abstract  terms  for  the  concrete:  these  are  ascribed 
to  God;  and  may  perhaps  denote  the  extraordi- 
nary miracles  wrought  by  the  chief  Apostles,  such 
as  curing  diseases  by  the  shadow  of  Peter,  or  by 
handkerchiefs  taken  from  Paul;   raising  the  dead 
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by  both ;  handling  serpents,  drinking  deadly  po- 
tions unhurt,  &c. 

The  sevenfold  gifts  of  the  Spirit,  the  word  of 
wisdom,  Sec.  enumerated  in  the  fourth  class,  verse 
7 — 10,  are  all  ascribed  to  the  one  and  thf 
SAME  Spirit,  distributing  to  each  of  the  ministry 
as  He  himself  willeth  ;  or,  as  described  elsewhere, 
God  also  bearing  them  (the  Apostles)  witness,  by 
signs  and  wonders,  and  by  divers  powers,  and  dis- 
tributions (_of  the  gifts]  of  the  Spirit  according  to 

his  own  will,''   (xara  ttjv  olCth  ^ikviaiv)    Heb.    ii.   4; 
Mark  xvi.  20*. 

The  grand  object  of  the  illustrious  Apostle  of 
the  Gentiles  in  writing  to  the  philosophizing  con- 
verts at  Corinth,  the  centre  of  Grecian  supersti- 
tion, was  to  reclaim  them  from  their  gross  Poly- 
theism and  idolati^y^  or  "  worship  of  dumb  idols," 

*  In  perfect  accordance  with  this  explanation  of  1  Cor. 
3tii.  1 — 11.  St.  Paw/ himself  ascribes  his  delegation  to  the 
ministry  as  xha joint  act  of  the  Trinity  : — *'  by  the  appoint- 
ment of  God  (the  Father,)  our  Saviour,  and  the  Lord  Jesus 
Christ  our  hope,"  1  Tim.  i.  1.  Galat.  i.  1.—"  God  (the  Father) 
who  separated  him  from  his  mothers  •womb"  Gal.  i.  15,  l6. — 
**  to  preach  xhe  Gospel  of  God."  Rom.  i.  1.  Christ  said, 
"  He  (Saul)  is  a  chosen  vessel  unto  me,  to  bear  mjf  name  be- 
fore GtniiUs,  and  hi'igs,  and  sons  of'  Israel ;"  Acts  ix.  15.— 
"  Depart  (Saul, J  lor  /  will  send  thee  far  hence  to  the  Gen- 
tiles." Acts  xxii.  21.  And  the  Ugly  Ghost  said,  "  Separate 
unto  me  Barnabas  and  Saul,  for  the  work  whereunto  /  have 
called  them."  Acts  xiii,  2.  Nothing  surely  can  be  more  ex- 
press, thaj\  these  declarations  of  distinct  yet  joint  agency. 
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by  inculcating  the  simple  and  sublime  doctrine  of 
Gospel  Theology,  2  Cor.  xi.  3.  With  this  view, 
he  contrasts  both  together,  more  explicitly  thus: 

13.  1  Cor.  viii.  4 — 6.  "  Concerning,  therefore, 
the  eatincr  ot  things  that  are  offered  in  sacrifice  to 
idols;  zve  know  that  an  idol  is  nothing  in  the 
world,  and  that  there  is  no  other  God  but  one. 
For  although  there  be  that  are  called  Gods,  whe- 
ther in  heaven  or  in  earth  (as  there  be  Gods  many 
and  Lords  many^  [among  the  Gentiles,]  yet  to  us 
[Christians']  there  is  but  one  God,  the  Father, 
of  whom  are  all  things^  and  we  for  Him ;  and 
ONE  Lord  Jesus  Christ,  by  whom  are  all  things, 
and  we  by  Him;  [and  one  Holy  Spirit,  in 
whom  are  all  things,  and  we  in  Him*.]  Howbeit, 
there  is  not  in  all  this  knoiv ledge,"  &c.  It  is  not, 
alas !  in  Dr.  Carpenter :  to  whom  this  passage 
appears  an  "  in^efragable  proof,  that  Paul  be- 
lieved that  one  person  only  is  God;  and  that  per- 
son the  Father,  the  Father  of  all,  the  P'ather  of 
our  Lord  Jesus  Christ."  Unitarianism,  &c.  p.  96. 

Dr.  C.  is  remarkable  for  his  positive  and  dogma- 
tical assertions;  his  "  irrefragable  proof"  turns 
out  to  be  "  nothing  in  the  world,''  but  the  idol  of 
his  own  imagination,  downright  ^canity  in  him,  and 
*'  'cexation  of  spirit''  to  his  rational  and  religious 
readers. 

His  assumption,   that  "  Paul  believed  that  one 

*  The  reasons  for  inserting  this  clause  were  given  in  the 
preceding  Letter. 
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person  only  is  God,"  is  at  variance  with  the  text, 
which  reads,  even  in  his  favourite  Griesbach's* 
edition,  hIus  ®ios  in^oi,  ei  (xvi  £(j,  the  word  irfgof, 
"  othti\'''  wiiich  he  represents  as  an  expletive — 
"  and  that  there  is  no  [other]  God  but  one,"  p.  96. 
is  by  no  means  such,  it  marks  diversity  of  }iature, 
as  in  Deut.  xxxii.  12.  "  So  the  Lord  alone 
did  lead  him,  and  with  Him  (the  Lord)  was  no 
strange  God,''  i.  e.  no  fa'sely-reputed  God,  "  which 
\snot  God"  Deut.  xxxii.  121.  Furtlier,  the  Apos- 
tle speaks  only  of  "  one  God"  not  "  one  person,''  as 
Dr.  C.  grossly  misrepresents  his  meaning;  and 
thereby  entangles  himself  in  this  unavoidable  in- 
ference :  if  the  "  one  God'  denotes  the  person  of 
the  Father  only,  excluding  Christ ;  surely  the 
"  one  Lord,"  must  denote  the  person  of  Jesus 
Christ  only,  excluding  the  Father ;  and  the  one 
Holy  Spirit  must  denote  the  Holy  Ghosty  exclud- 
ing both  the  Father  and  the  Son  ! ! !  Such  is  the 
miserable  and  blasphemous  absurdity  resulting  from 
Dr.  C's  assumption,  betraying  total  ignorance  of 
the  first  elements  of  logic. 

But  Dr.  C.  in  explanation  of  his  assumption, 
adds, 

14.  Eph.  iv.  5,  6.  "  There  is  one  Lord,  one 
Faith,  one  Baptism,  one  God  and  Father  of 
ALL,  who  is  above  all,   and  through  all,  and  in  us 

*  Griesbach,  in  his  note,  cites  several  authorities  for  the 
omission  of  ire^o;,  but  he  did  not  venture  to  expunge  it  from 
tho  text :  th;it  bold  step  was  reserved  for  Dr.  C. 
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all."  Here,  the  '■'  oneLorcr  must  either  denote 
Christ  or  the  Father  :  if  it  denotes  Christ,  upon 
his  principles,  it  must  exclude  the  Father;  it"  it 
denotes  the  Father,  it  must  exclude  Christ;  as  in 
the  foregoing  case.  Thus,  this  passage  is  equally 
direct,  as  the  last,  and  speaks  precisely  the  same 
language.  By  a  strange  obliquity  of  intellect, 
Dr.  C.  says,  "  this  passage  is  not  equally  direct 
as  the  last,  but  it  speaks  precisely  the  same  lan- 
guage !"  p.  ^6.  I  am  really  sorry  to  be  compelled 
to  use  such  severity  of  animadversion,  as  the  ad- 
mirer and  advocate  of  that  mighty  master  of  rea- 
soning, St.  Paul. 

These  leading  texts,  No.  J 1,  12,  13,  14,  ''all 
speaking  precisely  the  same  language,'"'  if  not  in 
the  letter,  at  least  in  the  spirit,  or  meaning;  '*  to 
me  appear  to  furnish  irrefragable  proof '' oi  the 
reality  of  that  most  profound  and  mysterious 
doctrine  of  the  Trinity  in  unity  ;  forming  all 
together  an  admirable  commentary  upon  that  hi- 
therto disputed  text,  1  John  v.  7;  whose  authenti- 
city, I  trust,  was  fully  establislied  in  the  last  Letter; 
and  whose  meaning  I  shall  humbly  attempt  now 
to  illustrate,  from  careful  comparison  and  amalga- 
mation of  these  and  other  texts  of  Scripture: 
firmly  persuaded  of  the  utter  inability  of  human 
reason,  unassisted  by  the  light  of  Revelation,  to 
fathom  the  depths  of  the  stupendous  and  over- 
whelming mystery,  which  even  ^;?^e/.s' are  desirous 
to  pry  into,  and  which  is  intimately  known  only  to 
the  Father,   Son,  and  Holy  Ghost,  Matt,  xi. 
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27;  Luke  x.  22 ;   1  Cor.  ii.  10—13;   1  Pet.  ii. 

12;  Col.  ii,  2. 

"  Father  of  Lights! 
O  send  forth  wisdom  out  of  thy  holy  heavens^ 
From  the  throne  of  thy  glory  ;  sefid  her, 
What  being  present,  she  may  labour  with  me, 
That  I  may  knozv  what  is  xvell  pleasing  in  thy 

sight, — 
And  that  utterance  may  be  given  me, 
In  frankness  to  disclose  the  mystery  of  the 

GOSPEL." 

Jam.  i.  17;  Wisd.  ix.  9,  10;  Ephes.  vi.  19. 

In  this  arduous  inquiry,  the  first  step  is  to  en- 
deavour to  acquire  clear,  disti?tct,  and  correct 
ideas  of  the  terms  employed.  Let  us  begin,  there- 
fore, with  the  term  one,  or  unity. 

One,  or  unify,  is  the  simplest  idea  of  the  mind, 
and  the  most  universal*.     It  has  no  shadow  of 
variety  or  composition  in  it,   and  is  applicable  to 
all  beings  or  things  that  either  do  exist,  or  can  be 
imagined  to  exist :  unity  has  no  bounds.   It  applies 
itself  primarily  to  God,  and  is  chosen  by  himself 
as  his  characteristic  in  Scripture ;    as   being  the 
most  proper  to  convey  to  our  finite  understandings 
some   faint  notion    of   his   nature.      "  Hear,   O 
Israel,   the   Loud  thy  God   is   one    Lord/' 
Deut.   vi.   4;  Mark   xii.   29.      "   I,    the    Lord, 
change  not,""  Mai.  iii  6;  "  with  whom  is  no  va- 
riableness, nor  shadow  of  turning,'  James  i.  17. 

•  See  Locke's  Essay,  &c.  B.  ?,  chap.  \6.     Of  Number. 
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"  Thou  art  the  same^  and  thy  years  shall  not 
fail^"'  Psalm  cii.  27.  "  Jesus  Christ,  the  same 
yesterday,  and  to-day,  and /or  ever,'"  Heb.  xiii.  8. 
It  is,  therefore,  peculiarly  fitted  to  express  those 
amazing  and  incomprehensible  attributes  of  the 
Deity,  his  immensity  and  eternity. 

Unity  is  equally  extensive  with  being  itself;  and 
each  forms  a  summurn  genus,  or  most  universal 
term,  in  logic.  It  is,  therefore,  generic  or  specijic 
in  its  natuie,  relatinjy  to  a  '*  kind''  or  '*  sort''  of 
beings  or  things;  and  is  by  no  means  confined  to 
single  persons  or  individuals.  The  neglect  of  this 
obvious  distinction  has  bred  infinite  confusion  and 
embarrassment  in  metaphysical  speculations,  like 
those  which  the  Unitarian  school,  in  particular, 
are  too  apt  to  indulge  in  ;  speculations  which  too 
often  tend  to  puzzle  and  bewilder  themselves,  and 
their  unlearned  readers  ; — witness  Dr.  Carpenter, 
passim. 

With  this  clue,  I  shall  cautiously  endeavour  to 
irace  the  labyrinth  of  the  mystery  of  q\  r^zis  h  siffi. 
*'  The  three  are  one."   1  John  v.  7. 

The  fullest  expression  of  Iv,  "  one,"  in  this  place, 
(as  observed  in  the  last  Letter)  is  to  Iv,  xai  to  avro 
is^^vy-a,  "  the  one  and  the  same  spirit,^'  1  Cor.  xii. 
1 1 .  Let  us  analyse  this.  The  word  meufxacf 
*'  spirit,"  ambiguously  denotes  both  disposition 
of  mi?id,  and  spiritual  substance ;  the  former  is 
evident,  from  the  phrases,  sv  Ivj  mivt^an,  y^io.  4'i'x?» 
"  in  one  spirit,  with  one  soul,"  Phil.  i.  2'2.  rw  Ivo- 
TtjT*  Tw  iiuvfjLa.roi,  "  the  unity  of  the  spirit,"  Ephes. 
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iv.  3.  the  latter  is  undisputed  and  acknowledged  ; 
as  "  God  is  Spirif"  John  iv.  24:  and  "  the  Fa- 
ther of  spirits,'^  Heb.  xii.  9.  Hence,  the  former 
part  of  the  expression,  to  jv,  "  the  one,"  may  be 
understood  to  denote  the  uniti/  of  disposition,  or  of 
will,  in  the  three  persons  of  the  Godhead,  or  Deity, 
^^  according  as  he  himself  willeth,''^  or  "  according 
to  his  own  will ;"  and  the  latter  part,  to  auro  Trveypi,*, 
the  saineness  of  substance,  spiritual  nature, 
or  kind ; — not  sameiiess  of  person,  as  misrepre- 
sented by  the  Sabellians  of  old,  and  the  modern 
Unitarians.  And  this  sameness  of  substance,  or 
spiritual  nature,  is  infinitely  more  complete  and 
perfect  in  the  three  divine  Persons,  than  in  any 
other  beings  wliaisoever,  angels,  men,  Sec.  because, 
by  their  inimeusity  or  omnipresoice,  they  nil  the 
universe,  from  ail  eternity,  and  to  all  eternity  ; 
and  mutually  pervade  each  other  alxvays.  We  crea- 
tures, indeed,  '*  may  be  one,  as  the  Father  and 
Son  are  one,''  in  sentiment,  disposition,  or  will,  John 
xvii.  11,  21,  22;  but  we  cannot  be  ojie  and  the 
same  spirit  with  them,  on  account  of  our  different 
nature  or  kind;  although  the  Deity  is  subsist- 
ing not  far  from  every  one  of  us  (a(p'  hoi  Ixas-a  rnxm 
vTtct^yj^M-rx)  for  "  in  Him  we  live  and  move  our- 
selves, and  are,  (ev  avrco  yx^  Z^ttJ^xiv,  xat  mwixiha,  xxt 
s(T/xEv)  Acts  xvii.  27,  28.  as  St.  Paul  declared  in 
language  perfectly  intelligible  and  familiar  to  the 
Athe/.ian  philosophers.  From  this  lumious  pas- 
sage, thus  more  closely  translated,  we  learn;  1. 
the  specific  nature  of  unity  ;  for  to  limit  or  confine 


(    257    ) 

it  to  individuals,  the  adjunct  of  Ixas-a  "  eoery^''  was 
necessary  in  this  case :  (2.  our  free  agency,  not- 
withstanding the  divine  presence  unperceived,  in 
which  we  are  o"^  exist ;  and  as  expressed  by  the 
middle  verb  xiv«|Ot,£Sa,  "  we  move  ourselves ;"''  which 
is  more  correct,  than  "  we  move"  (as  if  it  were 
active,  xiv8/A£v,)  for  this  latter  does  not  necessarily 
imply  self-motion  ;  nor  sufficiently  distinguish  men 
from  machines. 

We  are  told,  in  Scripture,  that 
**  God  fiUeth  heaven  and  earth  with  liis  pre- 
sence ;  lo,  the  heaven,  and  the  heaven  of  heavens 
cannot  contain  hiin,"  Jer.  xxiii.  24 ;  1  Kings  viii. 
27-  *'  The  eyes  of  the  Loud  are  in  every  place, 
beholding  the  evil  and  the  good,"  Pro  v.  xv.  3. 
*'  Thy  Father,  who  seeth  in  secret,  Himself 
will  reward  thee  openly."  Matt.  vi.  6. 

"  Before  Philip  called  thee,  {Nathanael,)  wheil 
thou  wast  under  the  fig-tree,  I  saw  thee."  John  i. 
49 — 51.  "  Where  two  or  thy^ee  are  gathered 
together  in  my  name,  there  am  I  in  the  midst  of 
them*  "  Matt,  xviii.  20.  "  If  ye  shall  ask  any 
thing  in  my  name,  I  will  do  it."  John  xiv.  14. 
"  And  lo,  /  am  xvith  you  all  the  days  [of  the 
Church,]  until  the  end  of  the  world'"  Amen.  Matt, 
xxviii.  20.  "  And  this  is  the  confidence  that  we 
have  in  Him  \the  Son  of  God,]  that  if  we  ask  any 

*  The  Rabbins  have  n  saying,  that  "  where  tKO  persons 
sit  together,  conversing  about  the  Law,  there  the  Shechinah  is 
among  them.*'  See  the  case  of  the  two  disciples  going  to" 
Ejiiniaus,  Luke  xxiv.  14—32. 

yoL.  II.  S 
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tiling,  according  to  his  will,  He  //caret h  us:  and 
it  \vc  know,  that  lie  hear  us,  whatsoever  we  ask, 
we  know,  that  zee  have  the  petitions  that  we  de- 
sired of  Ilim."  1  John  v.  U,  1.5.  "  Believest 
thou  not  {Philip)  that  /  am  in  the  Father,  and 
the  Father  in  me  ?  The  words  that  I  speak  unto 
you,  I  speak  not  of  myself,  the  Father,  icho  is 
abiding  in  we  (y  uv  eptot  /xevwv,)  he  doeth  the  works 
[whereby  myzvords  are  confirmed."]  John  xiv.  10. 
"  Lo,  the  hour  cometh,  and  is  now  come,  that  ye 
shall  be  scattered  every  one^  to  iiis  own  [homej 
and  shall  leave  me  alone  :  and  yet  I  am  not  alone, 
because  the  Father  is  with  me.''  John  xvi.  32. 
"  If  any  one  love  me,  he  will  keep  my  word ;  and 
my  Father  will  love  him,  and  we  will  come  unto 
bim,  and  make  our  abode  with  him,"  (ptov-/);.)  John 
xiv.  ^3.  "  I  will  ask  {cpojmaoj)  the  Father,  and 
He  shall  give  you  another  Advocate,  even  the 
Spirit  of  Truth,  that  he  may  abide  xcith  you  (/wcvyi) 
for  ever.'' — "  He  abideth  with  you  {ixzm)  and 
shall  be  i}i  you,"  John  xiv.  l6,  17.  *'  Ye  are 
the  temple  of  tlie  living  God ;  as  God  said,  I  zvill 
dwell  in  them,"  (evoix^^o;.)  2  Cor.  vi.  16.  "  That 
Christ  may  dzvell  {Ko^rownaai)  in  your  hearts,  by 
faith."  Ephes.  iii.  17.  "  Know  ye  not  that  your 
body  is  tlie  temple  of  the  Holy  Spirit,  within  you^ 
which  ye  have  from  God."    1  Cor.  vi.  19. 

These,  plain  and  luminous  texts  announce  the 
Q}?ifi2p?'ese?ice  of  the  Father,  Son,  and  Holy  Spirit^ 
in  the  literal  acceptation;  that  they  exist  every 
where,  and,  though  distinct  persons,  pervade  each 
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other,  and  also  all  created  beings,  constituting, 
"  the  one  specific  God,'"  "  the  one  and  the  same 
Splint ;''  in  like  manner  as  there  is  '  one  specific 
Faith,''  "  one  specific  Baptism, — **  in  the  name  of 
the  Father,  of  the  Son,  and  of  the  Holy  Ghost, '^-^ 
as  opposed  to  eve?y  other  species  of  Faith  or 
Baptism.  And  this,  I  humbly  trust,  is  an  intel- 
ligible explanation  of  the  terms,  in  which  this  great 
mystery  is  conveyed  to  uS,  by  the  Spirit  of 
Truth. 

Though  their  nature,  and  mode  of  co-existence, 
be  utterly  incomprehensible  to  all  created  beings, 
yet  God  has  graciously  condescended  to  furnish  us 
with  some  illustrations  of  the  stupendous  mystery, 
adapted  to  our  limited  faculties,  derived  from  the 
nature  of  light.  Thus,  we  are  told,  that  "  God  is 
lighty  and  the  Father  of  lights,''''  "  inhabiting /i^/;^ 
inaccessible."  J  John  i.  5 ;  Jam.  i.  17;  1  Tim.  vi. 
16.  Christ  is  "  the  light,"  the  "  light  of  the 
world,''  "  a  ray  or  beam  (airavyocaixx*)  of  his  Fa- 
ther's glory  or  brightness."  John  i.  8;  viii.  12; 
Heb.  i.  3.  Whence  he  is  styled  in  the  Nicene 
Creed,  "  Light  of  Light''  And  A  thanasius,  who 
had  a  considerable  share  in  framing  that  Creed, 
thus  beautifully  extends  the  imagery  to  the  Holt 

*  St.  Paul  borrowed  this  imagery  from  the  primitive 
Jewish  Ciiurch  ;  in  which  ivisdom  personified,  is  representtd 
as  "  a  ray  {ix.7icivyxuiJi.ct.)  of  everlasting  light  ;  and  an  unspotted 
mirror  of  the  energy  of  God,  and  an  image  {sixtov)  of  his 
goodness."  Wi'jdoni  of  Sol.  vii.  26. — Dr.  C,  suggested  this, 
p.  182. 

?  2  ■ 
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Ghost:  in  his  fourth  oration  aj^ainst  the  Arians 

O  f 

p.  467,  as  the  passage  is  cited  by  the  })rofoundly 
learned   Cudzvort/i,    Intellect.    Syst.    p.   599.   h^« 

•yag  TgEjr  a^'X^as  eitrocyofXEV'  eTrei  /xrjSe  Tgjwv  vtXicjv  v'K£a^£(J.i^u. 
TV!v  ny.o\a,  aXXa  r^iov,  xa»  a7rayya<7/xa,  xai  iv  to  £^  rAia  £» 
TO.'  aTTavyaafJiocTi  (pwr,  btw  /xiav  «§5^*3V  oj^a//,£v. 

*'  For  we  (Catholics)  do  not  introduce  three 
principles:  inasmuch  as  we  do  not  suppose  the 
imagery  of  three  su?is ;  but  only  [one]  sun,  and 
[one]  beam,  and  one  light  issuing  from  the  sun,  in 
the  beam.  Thus  we  acknowledge  but  one  prin- 
ciple."'' 

And  he  elsewhere  explains  the  otje  principle,  by 

other    imagery  :    rw  «<Tt<zv  tb  Flargof^  a^X"^*  '**'  pi^av  x«i 

vvyw  sivai  T«  TI«.  "  That  the  essence  of  the  Father, 
is  the  principle,  and  roo/,  and  fountain  of  ^/^e  iSow." 
De  Synod.  Arim.  et  Sel.  p.  920,  Cudworth,  p.  61^. 
And  Justin  Martyr,  in  the  second  century,  made 
use  of  both  images  before  Athanasius : 

*'  Both  the  Father  and  the  Son  is  God:  the 
former,  as  it  were,  an  exuberant  jouniain,  the 
latter,  as  a  stream  derived  from  Him ;  the  former, 
as  the  sun,  the  latter  as  a  r«j/  extended  from  the 
sun."  Cudworth,  p.  5^5. 

Hence  the  primitive  Fathers  collected,  "  that 
the  three  Persons,  though  distinct  in  our  concep- 
tions of  them,  were  inseparable  in  fact :  that  they 
■were  indivisibly  united  or  conjoined  together,  as 
the  sun  is  indivisible  from  its  beam  or  ray  ;  and 
both,  from  its  light ;  that  they  were  intimately  hi- 
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dwelling  *  in  each  other,  the  Father  in  the  Son, 
and  both  Father  and  Son  in  the  Holij  Spirit ;  so 
as  to  constitute  Iv  0eiov,  "  one  Divinity,''  and  to 
exert  /xiav  evsgyeiav,  "  One  energy,''  actio?i,  or  opera- 
tion, ad  extra,  outwardly,  or  in  relation  to  us." 
Cudvvorth,  p.  597,  598. 

And  this  ia  the  Doctrine  of  the  Church  of  Eng- 
land hkewise,  in  her  first  Article,  "  Of  Faith  in 
the  Holy  lYinity,"  which  Dr.  C.  ignorantly  dispa- 
rages. 

"  There  is  but  one  living  and  true  Gob — 
everlasting,  without  body,  parts,  or  passions ;  of 
infinite  power,  wisdom,  and  goodness ;  the  maker 
and  preserver  of  all  things,  both  visible  and  invi- 
sible.— And  in  U7iity  of  this  Godhead  there  be 
THREE  PERSONS  of  oue  substunce,  power,  and 
eternity  ;  the  Father,  the  Son,  and  the  Holy 
Ghost." 

athanasian  creed. 

With  equal  ignorance  and  prepossession,  Dr.  C. 
and  his  abettors,  slander  the  Creed,  commonly 
called  the  Athanasian,  as  the  "  opprobrium  of 
Christendom,  and  a  deep  blot  on  our  national  re* 
ligion,  a  string  of  miserable  absurdities,  begun 
and  ended  with  a  sentence  of  irreversible  damna- 
tion upon  all  that  do  not  hold  them  as  Christian 
verity"  P.  207. 

*  To  express  this  indwelling,  and  pervading  each  other,  tho 
Greek  Fathers  invented  the  scholastic  terras,  tivrra^^ti,  ami 
il^vtft^ufna-ii.     Cudwonh,  p.  599}  6i7« 

4 
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The  conciseness  and  abstrusencss,  indeed,  of 
some  of  the  clauses  of  this  Creed,  rendering  them 
liable  to  be  mlsundersiood^  and  its  laboured  sub- 
tlety of  explanation,  hard  to  be  understood,  have 
given  offence  to  some  sober  and  rational  lYinita- 
rians,  as  rather  unfit  for  the  use  of  ordinary  Chris- 
tians. But  when  properly  understood  and  ex- 
plained, it  contains  a  form  of  sound  zvords,  "  which 
may  be  phn'ed  by  most  certain  warrants  of  Scrip- 
ture.'' Art.  YllL 

I.  The  dajunatory  clauses,  which  have  given  the 
raost  heinous  offence  to  the  Unitarian  school,  are 
warranted  by  Scripture:  He  that  beUeveth,  and  is 
baptized  (in  the  name  of  the  Father,  and  of  tJie 
Son,  and  of  the  Holij  Ghost)  shall  be  saved :  but 
he  that  disbelievcth,  shall  he  damned'"' — (aTrjs-riffas 
xaraxgj^riffsTai.)  Mark  xvi.  15,  l6;  IMatt.  xxviii.  19- 

Here,  baptism  in  the  name  of  the  Trinifi/,  as 
■well  as  Faith  therein,  is  made  an  essential  condi- 
tion of  eternal  salvation ;  but  the  obstinate  and 
incorrigible  disbeliever,  as  distinguished  from  the 
simple  unbeliever  (a  "ttis-ec^^'v)  shall  incur  eternal 
damnation  ;  as  is  evident  from  the  contrast.  And 
the  verb,  xarax^ivw,  is  frequently  used  in  that  sense, 
as  in  Matt.  xii.  41  ;  1  Cor.  xi.  32  ;  James  v.  9  ; 
corresponding  to  the  destruction  of  both  soul  and 
body  in  liell,  or  the  punishment  of  hell-fire,  at  the 
day  of  judgment.  ]\Iatt.  x.  28  ;  Mark  ix.  43,  44  ; 
Matt.  xiii.  41,  42;  xxv.  41,  46;  Rev.  xx.  14,  15; 
a  formidable  phalanx  of  texts,  (all  unnoticed  in 
Dr.  C.'s  IndeXj)  which  all  the  sophistry  and  sub- 
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-terfuges  of  their  impugners  will  never  be  able  to 
break,  or  creep  through,  or  invalidate. 

3,  4.  These  two  clauses  admirably  express  the 
true  nature  of  the  Catholic,  or  universal  faith  of 
the  Christian  Church  : — "  to  worship  one  God  in 
Trinity,  and  Trinity  in  Unity'" — "  neither  con- 
founding the  persons'"  with  the  Sabellians;  "  nor 
dividing  the  substance,'"  with  the  Arians. — (See 
the  Explanations  of  the  Primitive  Fathers,  in  the 
last  Letter.} 

9.  "  The  Fatlier  incomprehensible,^'  &c.  This 
term  is  "  quite  unintelligible  to  common  readers," 
^s  judiciously  remarked  by  Bishop  Burgess,  Charge 
to  the  Clergy  of  St.  David's,  1813,  p.  8,  who  usu- 
ally misunderstand  it  for  inconceivable,  whereas  it 
signifies  immense,  "  not  to  be  comprehended,  or 
confined  by  space."  The  Latin  Breviary  reads, 
Pater  im??iensus,  &c. 

25,  26.  "  In  this  Trinity  none  is  afore  or  after 
other;  none  is  greater  or  less  than  another;  but 
the  whole  three  persons  are  co-eternal  together 
and  co-equal." 

Here  the  terms,  "  afore  or  after'  plainly  relate 
to  time  or  eternity  ;  as  is  evident  from  the  parallel 
expression,  "  co-eternal  together ;''  in  like  manner, 
as  "  none  is  greater  or  less^"  correspond  to  "  co- 
equal.'" 

The  former  clause  25,  has  perhaps  given  the 
most  general  offence  of  any  to  uninformed  readers, 
mistaking  "  afore  and  after''  as  if  relating  to  place, 
crder^  rank,  or  dignity,  which  was  not  in  the  coq- 
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templation  of  the  frainer  of  the  Creed.  The  three 
Persons,  indeed,  are  equal  to  each  other  in  "  eter- 
nal  power  and  Godhead.'''  Rom.  i.  20.  And  tc 
mark  this  equality,  we  presume,  more  fully,  though 
the  Father  is  placed  first  in  the  baptismal  fornif 
Matt,  xxxviii.  19;  the  Son  is  placed  first  in  the 
Apostolic  benediction f  or  blessing,  2  Cor.  xiii.  13; 
and  the  Holij  Ghost  placed  first,  and  the  Father 
Jast,  in  the  enumeration  of  Spiritual  Gifts,  1  Cor. 
xii.  4—6.  Still,  however,  the  whole  tenor  of 
Scripture,  both  of  the  Old  and  New  Testament, 
marks  a  priority  and  a  subordination  of  rank  or 
dignity,  in  the  three  Persons.  "  The  God  above,'' 
Job  xxxi.  28.  "  The  God  most  High, ov  Supreme" 
Vs.  Ivi.  2;  Acts  xvi.  17,  &c.  &c.  of  whom  Christ 
is  styled  "  the  Son,''  both  by  Angels  and  Demons, 
Luke  i.  32;  Mark  v.  7.  surely  intimate  diversity 
of  rank.  And  while  we  are  bound  to  honour  the 
Son,  (and  the  Jlolrj  Ghost  also)  according  as  we 
honour  the  i^^Mer,"  Ps.  1.  23;  John  v.  23;  still 
we  are  required  to  "  ascribe  unto  6'o^the  honour 
due  unto  his  name,"  as  "  the  One  God,  and  Father 
of  J II,"  who  "  is  above  ell,  and  through  all,  and  in 
us  all."  Ephes.  iv.  6'.  And  this 'honour  the  Son 
himself  repeatedly  gave  him  :  "  Verily,  verily,  I 
say  unto  you,  The  Son  is  not  able  to  do  any  thing 
of  himself  except  Avhatsoever  he  seeth  the  Father 
doing." — "  /  can  of  nwie  ozvn  self  do  7wthing." 
.John  v.  19,  30.  "  The  Father  is  greater  than  I." 
John  xiv,  28.  "  Tlie  Father  is  greater  than  all." 
John  X.  29-  '^  I  am  going  to  ascend  to  mif  Fatha\ 
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aiid  your  Father^  and  to  my  God,  and  your  Go(V 
John  XX.  1 7.  And  even  after  his  ascension,  when 
he  was  in  the  fullest  possession  of  transcendant 
glory,  and  invested  with  "  the  name  above  every 
7iame"  (Phil.  ii.  9.)  "  King  of  Kings,  and  Lord  of 
Lords,''  (Rev.  xix.  16.)  he  still  called  the  Father, 
"  my  God,''  four  times  in  one  sentence.  Rev.  iii. 
12. 

The  Son,  therefore,  is  subordinate  to  the  Father 
as  touching  his  generation  ;  and  the  Holy  Ghost 
subordinate  to  the  Father  and  to  the  Son,  as  touch- 
ing his  procession  from  both. 

^S.  "  Equal  to  the  Father,  as  touching  his 
Godhead ;  and  inferior  to  the  Father,  as  touching 
his  manhood." 

This  is  unquestionably  true,  but  it  does  not  con- 
vey the  whole  truth :  Christ  is  inferior  to  the  Fa- 
ther, as  touching  his  filiation  or  sonship  also,  be- 
fore and  after  his  manhood.  And  this  clause,  es- 
pecially, leads  us  to  suspect,  that  Athanasius 
himself  was  not  the  author  of  this  Creed,  because 
he  inculcates  the  superiority  of  the  Father  to  the 
Son,  even  in  his  divine  nature,  by  the  foregoing 
illustrations,  and  most  expressly  by  the  following: 

on,  Trooyyj  rwv  ayaS'oJV  ititocvruv  sfiv  6  ©eoj*  'jtora.jxos  Ss    vTc* 

ayrs  7r§ox,£o//,£voj  0  Tiof.  "  The  God  is  the  foun- 
tain of  all  good  things ;  the  Son  a  river  flowing 
froyn  (or  under)  Him."  De  Synod.  Arim.  et  Sel. 
p.  920. 

T'/)v  'bcioLv  T|ia:Ja  iis  hoc,  W'JTre^  eij  Jto^t'^nv  riva,  tov  fc);ov, 
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"  There  is  every  necessity  that  the  dkineTrimty 
should  be  summed  up  and  collected,  as  tinder  one 
head,  into  the  God,  I  mean,  the  Omnipotent 
Kuler  of  iJtc  Universe^.'' — De  Synod.  Nicaen. 
p.  575.     Cud  worth,  p.  6  J  6. 

II.  This  mysterious  doctriae  of  tlie  Trinity  in 
Unity  was  not  confined  to  the  true  Church  of 
Ciod,  under  the  FatriarcJial,  Jlosaicai,  and 
Christian  dispensations,  as  we  have   seen.     Re- 

*  "  As  for  that  Creed,  commonly  called  Atlianasian,  which 
was  written  along  time  after,  by  some  other  hand  ;  since,  at 
first,  it  derived  ail  its  authority  either  from  the  name  of 
Athanasius,  to  whom  it  was  cntituled,  or  else  because  it  was 
supposed  to  be  an  epitome  or  abridgment  of  his  doctrine  ; 
this,  (as  we  conceive)  is,  therefore,  to  be  interpreted  accord- 
ing to  the  tenor  of  that  doctrine  contained  in  the  gamine 
writings  of  Athanasius ;  of  whom  we  can  think  no  otherwise, 
than  as  a  person  highly  instrumental  and  serviceable  to  Di- 
TiNE  Providence,  for  the  preserving  of  the  Christian 
Chunk  from  lapsing,  by  Arianism,  into  a  kind  of  Pc^a/Hc  and 
Idolatrous  Christianity,  in  religiously  xvorshipping  of  those 
which  [ihe.  Arians]  themselves  concluded  to  be  creatures; 
and  by  means  of  whom,  especially,  the  doctrine  of' the  Trinity y 
which  before  fluctuated  in  some  loose  uncertainty,  came  to 
be  more  punctually  stated  and  settled."     Cudworth,  p.  620. 

This  honourable  testimony  to  the  orthedoxy  of  Athanasius, 
from  one  so  profoundly  conversant  in  his  writings,  and  the 
best  expositor  any  where,  perhaps,  to  be  found,  of  the  Scrip' 
tural  doctrine  of  the  Trinity  in  Unity ,  is,  I  trust,  sufiicient  to 
redeem  his  character  from  the  imputation  of  riatonism^  or 
l^tipudinariankin. 
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markable  traces  are  to  be  found  of  it,  throughout 
the  Heathen  world  likewise,  though  sadly  cor- 
rupted by  the  reveries  of  "ca'm  philosophy,  which, 
along  with  the  knowledge  and  worship  of  the  one 
true  God,  associated  the  invention  and  ^^'orship  of 
''  Gods  many,  and  Lords,  or  Mediators  many!'' 
1  Cor.  viii.  .5  ;   I  Tim.  ii.  5  ;  Rom.  i.  25  ;  2  Kings 

PAGAN    TllIXITIES. 

The  Indiax. — In  the  Isle  of  Elephanta,  near 
Bombay,  there  is  a  cave  and  temple,  of  great 
extent,  and  of  tlie  remotest  antiquity.  It  is 
reckoned,  by  the  Hindus,  to  have  been  the  work 
of  the  gods.  The  whole  of  the  colossal  statue, 
and  of  the  spacious  temple  which  contains  it,  is 
cut  out  of  the  solid  rock  of  the  mountain.  It  is 
one  of  the  vvonders  of  the  world,  and  peihaps  a 
grander  effort  of  human  labour  and  ingenuity  than 
even  ihe  pyramids  of  Egypt.  Like  Mithras 
mystic  cave,  among  the  primitive  Persians,  and 
the  labyrinth  of  Egypt,  whicii  Herodotus  admired 
still  more  than  the  pyramids,  it  probably  was  one 
of  the  earliest  productions  of  the  Magian  religion, 
diffused  so  Avidcly  throughout  the  east  and  west= 
J^rom  causes  now  unknown,  the  Hindus  have 
long  ceased  to  worship  at  this  temple,  preferring 
the  obscene  and  horrid  abominations  of  Jugger^s 
naut,  as  practised  at  Orissa,  and  at  Ishera,  about 
eight  miles  from  Calcutta. 

Dr.  Buchanoiftf  who  has  described  both,  in  hia 
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Christian  Reseaixhes  in  India,  visited  this  cave 
and  temple  in  the  year  1808,  and  saw,  in  the 
colossal  statue,  consisting  of  o?2e  body  with  three 
faces,  each  of  them  about  five  feet  in  length,  the 
oldest  representation  of  the  J^rinity  in  Unity, 
perhaps,  in  the  whole  world.  There  are  some 
other  temples  "  consecrated  to  this  species  of 
Trinity,'''  as  Dr.  Buchanan  observes,  such  as 
Perpenal,  at  Travancore,  where  the  learned 
Indians  still  worship  the  Triune  God.  But  at 
the  temples  oi  Juggernaut,  in  Orissa,  and  Ishera, 
the  great  resort  of  popular  worship,  there  are 
three  idols,  Juggernaut,  the  Moloch  of  the 
present  age,  whose  sacrifices  of  self-devoted  vie- 
tiins,  are  not  less  numerous  than  those  recorded 
of  that  "  horrid  king"'  in  Palestine.  He  is  j)ainted 
black.  Two  other  idols  accompany  him  of  a  white 
and  yellow  colour,  namely,  Buloraju  and  Subudra, 
his  brother  and  sister,  who  all  sit  on  tin  ones  nearly 
ef  equal  height,  and  receive  equal  adoration  from 
their  infatuated  votaries,  in  this  "  valley  of 
Hinnom,''  the  emblem  of  Hell  (Gehenna.)  See 
the  Christian  Researches,  p.  21,  25,  244,  &c. 

The  Hindus  hold  one  God,  whom  they  call 
Brahme,  (the  Creator,)  evidently  from  the 
Hebrew,  ^^'^^,  Barah,  or  Brah,  creavit.  Not- 
widistanding,  ihey  represent  him  as  subsisting  in 
three  persons,  Brahma,  Jlshnu,  and  Sceva. 
And  the  figure  of  Brahma  is  represented  in  a 
sitting  posture,  with  three  hands,  and  three  double 
faces,    on  one  head,    under  a  joint  crown,    sur- 
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rounded  with  a  circular  glory.  Asiat.  Research, 
vol.  i.  p.  243.  The  learned  Indians  believe  that 
his  essence  is  infinitely  removed  from  the  com- 
prehension of  any  mind  but  his  own.  And  they 
suppose  him  to  manifest  his  power  by  the  opera- 
tion of  his  Divine  Spirit,  whom  they  name  Vishnu^ 
(the  Pervader)  but  when  they  view  the  Deity  in 
the  light  of  Changer  of  Forms,  they  call  him 
Seeva,  (the  Destroyer)  and  also  Hara  (Master) 
Maha  Deva,  (great  God)  Iswara,  Riidra,  &c. 

Vishnu,  the  second  person  of  their  Trinity,  is 
supposed  to  have  been  manifested  in  the  flesh. 
Hence  their  mythological  doctrine  of  the  ten 
Avatars,  descents,  or  special  interpositions  of 
Providence.  The  first  of  these  Avatars  is  thus 
described  by  Jayaveda,  the  great  lyric  poet  of 
India  : — 

*'  Thou  recoveredst  the  Veda,  (or  Sacred  Scrip- 
ture,) in  the  water  of  the  Ocean  of  Destruction, 
placing  it  joyfully  in  the  bosom  of  an  ark,  fabri- 
cated by  thee,  O  Cesava,  (long-haired,)  assuming 
the  form  of  a  fish.  Be  victorious,  O  Hcri,  Lord 
of  the  Universe."  Tliis  first  Avatar,  therefore, 
evidently  began  at  the  Deluge. 

In  the  eighth  Avatar,  Vishnu,  or  Cesava,  as- 
sumed the  human  form  of  Chrishna,  who,  when 
a  boy,  slew  the  terrible  serpent  Calya,  and  a 
number  of  giants  and  demons,  and  afterwards 
returned  to  heaven.  And  in  the  temple  of 
Elephanta  there  is  a  sculptured  figure  oi  Chrishna 
trampling  on  the  Serpent.     Here  seems  to  be  an 
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evident  reference  to  the  primeval  prophecy  ot  the 
seed  of  the  icomcm,  destined  to  bruise  the  Serpenfs 
headj  in  the  person  of  Christ.  Chrishiia  is  Avor- 
shipped  even  to  this  day ;  and  the  remains  of  his 
mairnificcnt  pagoda  are  still  to  be  seen  at  Mathura. 
The  sect  oi  Hindus  adore  him  Avith  enthusiastic 
devotion;  they  say  that  he  was  distinct  from  all 
the  ylvatars,  being  the  person  of  Vishnu  himself, 
while  the  other  Avatars  had  only  an  ansay  or 
portion  of  his  divinity.  How  remarkably  does 
this  correspond  to  Christ,  "  the  Lord  of  all,'" 
m  whom  "  dvvelleth  all  t lie  fulness  of  the  God- 
heady  bodily,"  or  substantially.  Act  x.  36  ;  Col. 
ii.  9. 

These  three  persons,  Brahma,  Vishnu,  and 
Sceva,  are  supposed  to  be  mystically  represented 
by  the  three  letters  of  the  most  sacred  name, 
AuM  ;  or,  as  it  is  usually  pronounced,  Om,  which 
signifies  being  or  substance,  and  Mas  applied, 
with  some  slight  variation,  to  the  Supreme 
Being,  from  the  rising  to  the  setting  sun.  Auti, 
Aon,  and  On,  in  Palestine,  and  Egypt,  (from 
the  Hebrew  ]^^?,  or  \^)  Hv  and  Ov  in  Greece, 
Yn  or  Un,  in  China  ;  and  0?nh,  in  the  ancient 
Irish  language. 

It  is  rcnrarkable,  that  Brahm^,  when  under- 
stood of  the  Supreme  Being,  is  in  tlie  neuter 
gender,  resembling  the  to  h  nut  to  uuro  U-.ti'i/.x 
of  Scriptiu'e ;  but  BraJmia,  m  the  mascidine,  is 
considered  as  the  first  person  of  their  Trinity, 
according  to  the  Alanara  Sastra  : 

1 
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"  That  which  is,  the  invisible  cause,  eternal, 
self-existing,  but  unperceived,  becoming  inascidine 
from  neuter,  is  celebrated  among  all  creatures  by 
the  name  oi  Brahma.''  And  a  sublime  description 
is  furnished  by  the  Bhagavaty  in  the  following 
"  scrupulously  literal  translation"  of  Sir  JViUlam 
Jones,  from  the  original  Sanscrit : 

"  Eve7i  I  WAS,   even  at  firsts  not  any  other 

thing  ; 
That  which  exists,  utiperceived,  Supreme : 
Afterivards,  I  am  that  which  is: 
And  He  who  must  remain  am  /." 
This  bears  a  remarkable  analogy  to  Rev.  i.  S, 

> This  article  is   collected  from  Sir  JVilliam 

Jones's  curious  Essay  on  the  Gods  of  Italy, 
Greece,  and  India.  Asiat.  Researches,  vol.  i.  p. 
1242—  262.  Buchanans  Christian  Researches  in 
India,  p.  244,  &c.  Second  Edition.  Carzciihin's 
View  of  the  Brahminical  Religion;  Bampton 
Lecture,  p.  321;  and  Halcs's  Nexv  Analysis, 
&c.  vol.  iii.  p.  180,  505. 

2.  Persian  Trinity.  The  \)V\m\i\\e  Magian 
Theology  was  simple  and  pure.  The  following 
sublime  description  of  the  Su[)reme  Being  was 
furnished  by  the  first  Zoroaster  : 

"  The  God  is  [represented]  having  a  hank's 
head.  He  is  the  first,  incorruptible,  eternal, 
unmade,  indivisible,  most  unlike  every  thing, 
the  Leader  (or  Author)  of  all  good,  unhribable, 
the  best  of  the  good,  the  wisest  of  the  wise: 
He  is  also  the  Father  of  equitable  law  and  Justice, 
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self-taught^    perfect,    and    the    inventor  of   the 
natural  Holy." 

This  admirable  description  of  the  attributes 
of  the  Deity,  preserved  by  Eusebius,  Praepar. 
Evang.  lib.  1,  cap.  ult.  p.  42,  (which  may  also  be 
seen  in  Halcfis  New  Analysis^  vol.  III.  p.  41, 
note,)  is  disgraced,  however,  by  the  Frontispiece, 
representing  him  with  a  Hawk's  head !  expressive 
in  reality  of  his  sharp-sigh tedjiess ;  with  one 
glance  viewing  the  whole  creation  throughout  the 
universe.  That  Zoroaster,  indeed,  could  have 
understood  this  literally^  is  impossible,  because 
it  would  be  utterly  inconsistent  with  the  spiritual 
attributes  immediately  following.  This  is,  per- 
haps, the  earliest  instance  on  record,  of  symbolical 
representation  blended  with  pure  spiritual  des- 
cription. And,  in  this  respect,  it  is  highly 
curious,  as  furnishing,  perhaps,  the  first  specimen 
of  these  Animal  Hieroglyphics,  attributed  to  the 
Deity  so  copiously  in  Egypt  *,  still  to  be  found 
on  their  ancient  monuments :  which,  when  the 
recondite  or  mystical  meaning  came  to  be  lost 
in  process  of  time,  produced  all  that  grovelling 
polytheism    and    revolting  idolatryy    which    cor- 

*  The  Hawk  was  reckoned  among  ihc  most  sacred  of  the 
Egyptian  animal  Gods ;  and  Ucrudotus  informs  us,  that 
whoever  killed  one,  even  involuntarily,  was  sure  to  be  put 
to  death.  It  was  then  reckoned  an  emblem  of  the  Sun. 
Herod.  B.  II.  cap.  65.  At  Syenc,  in  Upper  Egypt,  the 
Supreme  God,  called  Cneph,  was  worshipped  under  the 
figure  of  a  dragon,  or  serpent,  with  a  hank's  head.      , 
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rupted   the  primitive  Theology  and  Religion  of 
the  Egyptiatis,  Indians,  Greeks,  and  Romans. 

The    primitive    Magidn    Trinity   consisted    of 
Mithras,   Oromasdes,  and  Ahrinian.     The  first, 
Mithras,   signifying,    "  Gi^eatesf  in  the  Persian 
language,    was    the   Supreme  God,    dwelling  in 
Light  inaccessible,  whom  they  worshipped  in  the 
darkness  of  the  cave.     The  second,  was  Oromas- 
des,   "  Holy  Lights;'   or   "  the   IJghf  of  the 
World  ; — the  third,  Ahriman,  ''''  foul  or  ^77e,"  was 
the  Devil,  or  principle  of  evil ;  whom  they  held 
to  be  independent  of  God,  the  uncreated  principle 
of  good,   until  the  end  of  the  world  ;    when  the 
good  shall  be  assigned  to  its  proper  world,  heaven ; 
and  the  evil,  to  its  world,  hell.     This  error  of  ixco 
independetit  principles,  God  condescended  to  re- 
fute, by  Isaiah,  in  his  famous  prophecy  respect- 
ing Cyrus,  King  of  Persia. 

*'  I  am  THE  Lord,  and  none  else;  beside  me 
there  is  no  God  : — I  form  light,  and  create  dark- 
ness ;  I  make  peace,  and  create  evil,  I  the 
Lord  do  all  these."  Isa.  xlv.  5 — 7. 

From  Ibn  Skakna  we  learn,  that  Zoroaster  was 
not  the  author  of  this  religion.  He  ascribes  it  to 
Kaiiimarath,  the  illustrious  founder  of  the  Pish- 
dadian  dynasty,  B.  C.  2190,  and  the  contempo- 
rary of  Terah,  Jbrahains  father,  in  the  ninth 
generation  after  the  deluge.  The  purity  of  the 
patriarchal  religion,  in  Ai-abia,  is  evinced  at  a 
still  earlier  period,  in  the  immortal  book  of /oZ^, 
who  flourished  in  the  seventh  generation  after  the 
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deluge,  aI)out  B.  C.  Q337.  See  the  Articles  of 
the  Theologij  and  Morality  of  Job,  and  of  the 
Phhdadian  Kinss,  and  an  Accoimt  of  the  primi- 
tive Magifin  Religion,  in  TLiles's  Ncxo  Analysis, 
&c.  vols.  II.  and  III. 

3.  Eg  y PTr an  Tr i  n  i ty.  The  Supreme  Being, 
nnder  the  title  oi  Ann,  or  On,  was  still  worshipped 
in  Egypt,  in  the  tinje  of  the  Patriarch  Joseph^ 
who  was  married  to  the  daughter  of  Potipherahy 
the  High  Priest,  B.  C.  187^^.  Gen.  xli.  45,  50. 
Thouoh  On  was  afterwards  degraded  to  a  title  of 
the  Sun.  Their  primitive  Trinity  consisted  of 
Osiris,  Isis,  and  Neith.  The  first  person  Osir-is, 
dropping  the  Greek  termination,  was  probably 
derived  from  the  Hebrew  or  Egyptian,  Jo-sihor, 
OY  Jo-si/ir,  signifying  ^' Jove  the  black  ;"  for  Sikor, 
or  Si/ir,  was  a  tide  of  the  River  Nile,  in  Scrip- 
ture, signifying  black*,  Josh.  xiii.  3 ;  Jer.  ii.  18; 
the  compound,  corresponding  to  Ztyy  KiXaivs^Tjy, 
''^'Jove  black-clouded,"  in  Homer,  "  for  clouds  and 
darkness  are  rouod  about  him."  Ps.  xcvii.  2. 
And  the  Egyptians  held,  that  the  first  principle 
of  all  things  was  amros  ayw^oM,  "  dorhicss  unknozv- 
sble,"  which  is  indirectly  combated  in  Scripture : 
*'  God  is  lig/it,  and  in  him  is  no  darkness  at  all." 
1  John  i.  v.  The  Osiris  and  Isis  of  the  Egyp- 
tians, wore  the  Iswara  and  Isa  of  the  Hindus. 

Isis,   the  supposed  wife  of  Osiris,    was  most 

*  lis  sand  was  black.    Et  viridcm  Mgy^l[xm  nigrd  fsccuadat 
arenA. — V4u<*il. 
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probably  derived  from  the  Hebrew  Ishaj  "  xvoman^ 
applied  to  Eve,  '*  the  mother'^'  of  all  living." 
Gen.  iii.  20.  And  when  Osiris  was  degraded 
into  the  Suriy  Isis  was  turned  into  the  earth, 
which  receives  her  prolific  powers  from  the 
Sun. 

Neith,  or  "  fFisdom,''  had  a  temple  at  Sais, 
in  Lower  Egypt,  with  this  celebrated  inscription  ; 
resembling  the  Indian, 

Eyw  sifjii  iTav  TO  ysyovor,  xxi  ov,  xai  eco/xevov, 
Kai  rov  ejEAOv  'tuvXov  h^sis  •nu  S'vojt®'  a7r£xaXy\J/=y. 

"  lam  ALL  ^/?a^  /ia^/i  been,  and  is,  and  shall  be  : 
And  my  vail  no  mortal  yet  uncovered.^' 

Holes' s  New  Analysis,  vol.  II.  p.  1229. 
This  was  that  primaeval  Wisdom   personified, 
so  finely  described  as  the  first  born  of  the  Father, 
in  Proverbs. 

"  The  Lord  got  me,  the  beginning  of  his  way, 

Before  his  works  of  old. 
From  eternity  was  I  ordained,  from  first, 

Long  before  the  earth. 
When  as  yet  there  were  no  depths  [of  the  sea,] 

I  was  bo?yi  : 
When  as  yet  there  were  no  fountains  springing 
with  water, 

*  The  HoiY  Spirit,  from  the  circumslance  of  "  brood- 
ing  upon  the  face  of  the  waters,"  at  the  creation,  Gen.  i.  2. 
was  early  represented,  as  feminine;  and  styled  hnma, 
*'  Mother,"  and  Kvp.a,  "  Lady,"  by  the  Jeviish  Cabbalists ; 
as  noticed  before,  from  Origen. 
T   2 
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Before  the  mountains  were  established,  before 
the  hills, 
Was  I  burn.''    Prov.  viii.  22—25. 

Chuist,  who  was  "  bojvi  unto  us  Wisdom 
liioM  God,"  1  Cor.  i.  30,  assumed  the  title  of 
Wisdom  ;  compare  Luke  xi.  41),  with  Matt,  xxiii. 
34  ;  and  declared  that  "  Wisdom  sliall  be  justified 
of  all  her  Children,''''  Matt.  xi.  19  ;  Luke  vii  3.5. 
Hales  s  New  Analysis,  Vol.  H.  p.  399- 

But  in  process  of  time,  as  On  and  Osiris  were 
degraded  into  the  Sun  ;  so  Ncitii  or  Wisdom  was 
degraded  into  the  Serpent,  Serapis,  whose  temple 
was  the  most  magnificent  in  Egypt :  and  Se?'pent 
JVorship  became  general  from  the  rising  to  the 
setting  Sun;  gradually  introduced  by  "  the  Old 
Serpent,  called  the  Devil  and  Satan,  deceiving 
the  whole  world,"  till  the  coming  of  Chuist. 
Rev.  xii.  9. 

4.  Greciax  Trinities.  The  most  ancient 
of  their  Trinities  "was  borrowed  from  tiie  Egyp- 
tian, consisting  of  Zsv^,  Jove ;  Ar,fj,r,rY,p,  Ceres ; 
and  A^wn,  JFisdom  or  Pallas;  the  first  cor- 
responding to  Osiris,  as  we  have  seen ;  the  second, 
Ar,fj.nTr,p,  "  Alother-earth,'"  to  Is'is ;  and  A^r^vr/, 
to  Ny,i3-,  or  N'/).&«y,  reversed,  or  read  backwards ; 
according  to  the  ingenious  conjecture  of  the  learned 
Cudicorth,  p.  309—341. 

The  worship  oi  Neith,  or  Athene,  the  Goddess 
^i  Wisdom,  was  introduced  from  Sais,  in  Egypt, 
by  Erectheus,  B.  C.  1 3.99,  ^^ho  built  a  temple  to 
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llie  Goddess,  in  the  Acropolis,  or  citadel.  He 
also  instituted  the  festival  of  Panathencea,  and 
rites  and  mysteries  of  Ceres,  at  Elmsis,  the  most 
sacred  and  venerable  in  all  Greece ;  which  was 
remotely  derived  from  the  Jeast  of  Tabernacles 
among  the  Israelites.  See  Hales's  N'ezv  Analysis, 
vol.  II.  p.  ]!e!28,  1229,  «'ind  Dissertation  on  the 
Eleusinian  Mysteries,  vol.  III.  p.  177,  &c. 

Hesiod  and  Homer  were  the  grand  corrupters 
of  the  primitive  Grecian  Theology,  by  their  Gods 
many,  and  Lords  manij. 

The  Orphic  Trinity  consisted  of  Phanes, 
Uranus,  and  Cronus.  In  his  Mythology,  an- 
terior to  the  Poetic,  the  supreme  principle  of 
Creation,  was  represented  as  threefold,  BaXTi,  Ows-, 
Xajvi,  "  Counsel,  Light,  Life."''  All  these  are 
remarkably  introduced  in  Scripture.  "  Lighf 
and  '"''  Life,'"  applied  to  Christ,  John  i.  4;  and 
also  "  Counsel,''  Luke  vii.  30,  which  is  plainly 
synonymous  with  IVisdom,  or  the  Oracle. 

The  Platonic  Trinity  consisted  of  1.  S  Uizrr.p, 
"  THE  Father,"  whom  the  Platonists  reckoned 
Avro  Ov,  "  Being  itself,''  and  to  aya^ov^  "  the 
good,"  in  the  neuter  gender,  like  tlic  Indians  and 
Egyptians;  2.  6  Nh.c,  "  the  mind,"  or  S  Aoyo?, 
"  the  Oracle,"  and  c<  A75/xi«^7or,  "  the  framer  of 
the  IForld,"  whom  they  represented  as  inferior  to 
the  first ;  and  3.  -n  A^v^n  m  ytoaiMH,  "  the  soul  of  the 
JForld." 

The  Ji?'St,    Plato  called  Trr^yn  rr^  ©sorrjToj-,     '•'  tllC 

fountain  of  the  Godhead,'"  and  tk  riyf/zov©-  xcci  ainn 
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Tia-vr^  vxrr,^,  "  the  Father  of  the  Leader,  and 
cause  of  ally  And  the  Leader  (Nagid)  was  a 
remarkable  title  of  Christ  in  the  Old  Testament. 
1  Chron.  v.  'i ;  Micah  v.  2 ;  Daniel  ix.  25  ; 
Matt.  ii.  6. 

Tliese  three  persons  of  Plato's  Trinity  were  not 
only  eternal,  but  necessarily  cvisting.  For  the 
first  could  not  subsist  without  the  second,  Mhich 
was  called  Auroaoi^it^  "  IVisdom  itself;''  nor  the 
first  and  second  v.ithout  the  third.  He  held  that 
N«s-  Efj  7Ev«5-*if  T«  irx^Tuv  aiTjH,  "  Mind  is  cognate 
with  the  [first]  cause  of  all  things.''  Which  in 
the  language  of  the  Nice?ie  Fathers,  was  expressed 
by,  "  the  Sofi  was  SaoHffj®',  of  the  same  substafice 
with  the  Father,"  and,  therefore,  not  a  creature. 
And  this,  was,  indeed,  the  Athanasian  doctrine, 
as  expressed  by  Athayiasius  himself,  n  aili^  es-iv  5 

"If  the  Son  be  eternal,  he  was  no  creature,  but 
if  he  was  a  creature,  he  was  not  eternal^  And 
this  was  his  grand  and  decisive  argument  against 
Arius ;  who  held  that  Christ  had  a  beginning, 
nv  wore  »>c  w.  "  There  was  a  time  when  he  zvas 
not.''  And,  therefore,  that  he  Mas  guilty  of 
idolatry,  in  worshipping  a  creature. 

The  following  judicious  reflection  on  the  supe- 
riority of  the  Christian  Trinity  above  the  Platonic^ 
we  o\Ae  to  the  Orthodox  Cudworth.    P.  560. 

*'  The  Christian  Trinity,  though  a  mystery, 
is  much  more  agreeable  to  Reason,  tiian  the 
Platonic  or  Fseudo-Platonic  Trinity.     For  when 
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the  Platonists  and  PytJiagoremis  interpret  their 
third  God,  or  last  hypostasis  (or  person  of  their 
Trinity,  to  be  cither  the  laorld  [itself,]  or  eUe 
•4/:/X^  £7xo(7,ai(^,  *'  a  fiiundane  soul,'"  such  an  iinnie- 
diate  soul  thereof,  as  together  with  the  world  its 
body  make  up  one  animal  (^wov  zi^.-^^v-xom)  and  God; 
as  there  is  plainly  too  great  a  leap  here  betwixt 
their  second  and  tJiird  hypostasis,  so  (jo  tliey 
debase  the  Deity  therein  too  much,  and  confound 
God  and  ilie  Creature  together  ;  laying  a  founda- 
tion not  only  for  Cosmo-latry,  or  JVorld  idoLitrij 
in  general,  but  also  for  the  grossest  and  most 
sottish  of  all  idolatries,  the  worshipping  of  the 
inanimate  parts  of  the  world  themselves ;  in  pre- 
tence, as  parts  and  members  of  this  great  Mu7i' 
dane  Animal,  and  Sensible  God.'' 

"  The  world  by  zvisdom  knew  not  God.''  1  Cor. 
i.  21.  And  the  illustrious  Apostle  of  the  Gentile^^ 
so  conversant  in  their  Theology,  introduces  his 
remarks  on  the  superiority  of  the  Christian, 
1  Cor.  viii.  4 — 7,  as  we  have  seen  No.  \3,  with 
the  following  line  reflection  : 

\^Human'\   Knowledge  puffeth  up;    [Divine] 
Love  edijieth  : 

If  any  one  think  that  lie  knoweth  any  thi?2g 
[of  God,] 

He  hw^veth  nothing  yet,  as  he  ought  to  know  . 

But    if'  any   love  God,    tlie  same   [God]  is 
known  by  him."    1  Cor.  viii.  J — 3. 

Pythagoras,  Orpheus,  and  Plato,  all  travelled 
to  Egypt  and   ihe  East,    in  quest  of  knozvledge. 
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and  derived  their  Theology,  with  many  variationic 
<and  distortions,  ultimately  from  the  Hebrew  Scrip- 
tures.   Pruclus,  the  Commentator  oi  Plato,  called 

it  ©eoTragaooT©-  ©EoXo'/ta,     "    J    Tkcology    of  DixiuC 

T7^aditio7iy  And  the  great  superiority  of  the 
Hebrew  and  Chaldean  Divines,  especially  Aloses^ 
the  author  of  the  Pentateuch,  was  freely  acknow- 
ledged by  their  oldest  Oracles  and  Poets.  The 
Clarian  Oracle,  instituted  about  a  century  before 
the  Tj'ojan  war,  bears  the  following  honourable 
testimony  to  them. 

AvrojcVfirov  Avaxra  ff£^a^o/X£voi  ©EON  ATTON. 

''  IVisdom  was  allotted  to  the  Chaldeans  and 

Hebrews  alone ; 
IVor shipping    the    self-e.risting    King,    God 

Himself." 
And  in  the  Orphic  verses  cited  by  Onomacri- 
ius,    the  following  is   cited  from   the   Books    of 
Moses  ; 

Afx/iv  ATT02  EXwv,  a/xa  y.cci  Meaov  y;^c  TbXwti^v. 

*fli  Xov©-  h^yjx\w\,  us  "T^oyeyvis  Jjera^ev, 

Ej€  0EO0EN  7va»/xa;T(  Xa^wv  xara  Jj^rXaxa  ^BC!f/.ov. 

*'  Gou  liiMSKLK,  having  begimiing,  middle, 
and  ending  :  as  the  Ancients  say,  as  the  JVater- 
born  l^Moscs^  prescribed  ;  who  received  a  double 
Tablet  of  Laws,  from  the  Deity."  And  the 
following  genuine  fragment  of  the  SibiflUnc 
Oracles,  is  cited  by  Pausanias  : 

"JovEW'fl!*,  Jove />;  JoxEzcill  be :  O  Great 
Jove." 
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This  title  T^vi  itself  was  ultimately  derived  from 
the  Hebrew  Jahoh,  signifying  "  Unity."'' 

The  following  is  cited  by  Patritius  from 
DamasciuSj 

ITavTt  yocp  Ev  xoaiJico  Xa/x'S'tf  Tqixs,  -ns  vAovocs  apy(^£i. 

'*  In  all  the  world  shines  a  Trinity,  of  which 
One  governs." 

Josephus  also  acknowledged,  that  the  wisest  of 
the  Greeks  thought  like  the  Jezcs  concerning  tme 
Deitv;  but  dared  not  to  publish  the  truth  of 
their  doctrine  to  the  vulgar,  prepossessed  with 
other  opinions.  Contr.  Apimi.  \\h.  ii.  And  so, 
indeed,  said  Plato  himself:  *'  That  as  it  was 
liard  to  find  out  the  Maker  and  Father  of 
All,  so  was  it  impossible  to  speak  of  him  to  all 
persons.'''  Hence,  he,  and  his  Master,  Socrates, 
the  wisest  of  the  Greeks,  timidly  acquiesced  in 
the  vulgar  and  fabulous  Theology.  Cudzvortht 
p.  542.    Haless  New  Analysis,  vol.  iii.  p.  492. 

5.  The  Latin  Trinity.     This  consisted  of 
Jove  or  Jupiter  ;  Juno  matrona,  or  Cybele,  the 
Mother  of  the  Gods  ;  and  Pallas,  the  goddess  of 
,  Wisdom,  as  intimated  by  an  ancient  Poet : 

Trina  mTarpeio  fulgent  consortia  templo. 

"  A  Trinity  of  Gods  shines  in  the  Capitol.-^ 

Cud  worth,  p.  450. 

And  even  the  Indians  in  South  America  wor- 
shipped a  God,  whom  they  considered  to  be  one  in 
three,  and  three  in  one. 

W^  may  here  trace,  from  the  Nexv  Analysis, 
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&:c.  tiic  i)rogrcss  of  the  corruption  of  the  primitive 
Theology  and  Worship. 

1.    The  Zahian  Idolairij,    or  worship  of  the 
lltaxenlij  Host,   and   the  Elements  of  Nature, 
was  first  inboduced  into  Chaldea,  in  the  age  of 
Nimrod,  "  the  Rebel,"  about  the  fifth  generation 
after  the  Deluge.     He  was  the  Bali,   or  Bala, 
the  son  of  Rawah,  of  the  Lidiaiis ;  the  Baal,  of 
the  Phenicians ;  the  Bel,  or  Belus,  of  the  Assy- 
rians  and  Greeks ;  and  was  himself  worshipped, 
under  the  name  of  Orion,    ''  the   mighty  hunter 
before   the   Lord,"    in   the   constellation  of  that 
name,   or  Canis  Major  and  Alinor,  supposed  to 
have  been  translated  to  heaven,    and  there  still 
pursuing  his  favourite   game,    Ursa   Major  and 
Minor:  and  along  with  them,    or  before  them, 
the  worship  of  the  Sun  and  Moon  commenced. 

This  Zahian  idolatry,  beginning  in  Chaldea, 
had  reached  Arabia,  in  Job's  time,  about  the 
seventh  generation  after  the  Deluge,  who  ex- 
pressed, in  lively  terms,  his  abhorrence  of  tlie 
adoration  of  the  Sun  and  Moon  :  xxxi.  2(5 — 28. 

"  If  I  beheld  the  light    [of  the  Sun]  when 
shining, 

Or  the  Moon  advancing  in  splendor, 

i\nd  my  heart  were  enticed  in  secret, 

Or  my  hand  kissed  by  my  mouth; 

Even  this  would  be  o.  judicial  crime, 

For  I  should  furcc  lied  unto  God  above," 
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And  we  learn,  from  Sir  JVilliam  Jones,  that 
*'  the  people  of  Yemen,  (Arabia)  very  soon  fell 
into  the  fatal  error  of  adoring  the  Sun  and  the 
jirmamtni ;  for  even  the  third  in  descent  from 
Yoktaji,  [in  the  seventh  generation  after  the 
Deluge]  took  the  surname  of  Abdu-Shams,  or 
*'  Servant  of  the  Sim,"  and  his  family,  we  are 
assured,  paid  particular  honour  to  that  luminary. 
Other  tribes  worshipped  the  planets  and  fuvt  stars.'^ 
Asiat.  Research,  vol.  ii.  p.  9.  This  is  a  most 
curious  coincidence  oi Sacred  and  Prof  ane  History 
and  Chronology. 

2.  The  next  innovation  and  corruption  -of  the 
Patriarchal  Theology  seems  to  have  originated 
from  the  allegorizing  genius  of  the  Alagian  and 
Egyptian  Priests,  veiling  the  divine  perfections 
and  attributes  under  various  a?iimal  types  and 
resemblances,  as  we  have  seen  in  Zoroaster's  re- 
presentation of  the  sharp-sightedness  of  the 
Deity,  by  a  '*  Hawk's  head."  And  thus  the 
Supreme  Spirit  was  degraded  by  allusions  to 
Bulls,  and  Cows,  and  Calves;  Dogs  and  Cats, 
Serpents  and  Crocodiles,  Storks  and  Ichneumons, 
he.  and  all  the  monstrous  and  revohing  Poly  theism 
of  the  Egyptians,  Indians,  Greeks,  and  Romans, 
framed  at  first  allegorically,  or  mystically,  to 
cloak  their  Theology  from  the  vulgar,  or  the 
uninitiated :  but  afterwards,  when  the  meaning  of 
the  symbols  was  forgotten  or  lost,  it  degenerated 
into  the  most  grovelling  bestial  worship. 

3.  The  third  stage  of  innovation  seems  to  have 
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been  tlie  deifying  dead  men,  or  the  worship  ot' 
Demi-gods  and  Hcives.  This,  though  introduced 
later  than  the  former,  mi^ht  have  prevailed  earlier, 
and  spread  more  widely,  from  the  adulation  at 
their  children  or  subjects ;  and  it  is  represented 
by  Sanehoniatho,  as  immediately  succeeding  the 
Zabian  Idolatry,  which  seems  to  be  confirmed 
also  by  the  foregoing  case  of  Nimrod.  And, 
undoubtedly,  Ilesiod's  Gods  of  the  Golden  Age 
began  with  Saturn,  or  Adam,  as  borrowed  from 
the  Egyptian  mythology.  Saturn  was  also  made 
the  first  God  of  the -Si/wr  Age,  Noah;  and  his 
three  sons,  Jupiter,  Neptune,  and  Pluto,  were 
the  representatives  oi  Japlieth,  Shem,  and  Ham, 
in  Homer,  and  in  the  Old  Egyptian  Chronicle. — 
(See  the  authorities  referred  to,  Haless  Nexo 
Analysis,  vol.  iii.  pp.  495,  4y6. 

From  this  review,  we  seem  to  be  fully  warranted 
in  maintaining,  that  ''  the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity 
in  Unity  was  not  only  the  doctrine  of  tiie  Gospel, 
but  also  of  the  Law  and  the  Prophets,  and  as  old 
as  the  Creation,'"  subsisting  among  the  oldest  and 
most  polished  nations  of  antiquity,  the  Hebrews, 
Chaldeans,  Persians,  Indians,  Egyptians,  Crreeks^ 
and  Latins;  and  on  the  other  hand,  Unitarianism, 
as  professed  by  ]\lr.  B.,  Dr.  C,  &c.  an  impious 
novelty,  introduced  by  Heresy,  against  the  Apos- 
tolic and  Catholic  Eaith ;  and  condemned  as 
such,  by  th<;  oldest  and  best-informed  Fathers  of 
the  Church,  as  shewn  in  the  foregointi;  Letter, 
And,   in  the  language  of  the  profoundly-learned 
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Cudworth,  p.  560,  "  We  shall  conclude  here, 
with  confidence,  that  the  Christian  Trinity,  thoucvh 
there  be  very  much  of  mystery  in  it,  yet  is  there 
nothing  at  all  of  plain  contradiction  to  the  un- 
doubted principles  of  human  reason,  that  is,  of 
impossibility,  to  be  found  therein  :  as  the  Atheists 
would  pretend,  who  cry  down  all  for  nonsense  and 
absolute  impossibility,  which  their  dull  stupidity 
cannot  reach  to,  or  their  infatuated  7ninds  easily 
comprehend." 

"  And  it  were  to  be  wished  that  some  Religion- 
ists and  Trinitarians  did  not  here  symbolize  too 
much  with  them,  in  affecting  to  represent  the 
mystery  of  the  Christian  Trinity  as  a  thing  directly 
contradictious  to  all  human  reason  and  imder- 
standing :  and  that,  perhaps,  out  of  design  to 
make  men  surrender  up  themselves  and  consciences 
in  a  blind  and  implicit  faith,  wholly  to  their 
guidance  :  as  also  to  debauch  their  understandings 
by  this  means,  to  the  swallowing  down  other 
opinions  of  theirs,  (Transubstantiationf  he.) 
plainly  repugnant  to  human  faculties. "" 


LETTER  XIV. 

Examination  of  ih^  fundamental  principles  of  Unitananism—' 
Dr.  C.'s  argument  on  the  fivst,  fallacious  and  false. — Vin- 
dication of  Grotius  from  tiie  imputation  of  Umtarian'mn.— 
Jtsus  Christ  the  proper  object  of  religious  wunhip,  proved 
from  the  Old  and  New  Tcbfament ; — 2.  from  his  Divine 
attributes ; — 3.  from  his  own  acceptance  of  such,  in  several 
instances. — IVakefdd's  admirable  exposition  of  John  xix. 
35. — 4.  Religious  worship  of  the  Holj/  Ghost. — Jesus  Christ 
worshij)ped  by  the  Socinifuis. — Inconsiitencies  and  contra- 
dictiuns  of  the  Unitarian  creed. — Grand  error  of  the  Uni- 
tarian school. 

VV  E  now,  and  not  till  uow,  at  length,  are  com- 
petent, from  previous  information,  to  enter  upon  the 
final  examination  of  Xhefimdamental  principles  of 
Unit  aria  fiistii,  as  stated,  from  Dr.  Carpenter,  in 
the  first  Letter  of  this  series.  According  to  a  cor- 
I'ecter  arrangement  tlian  his,  the  main  questions  in 
debate  between  us,  are, 

I.  Whether  the  Father  be  the  only  true 
God; 

II.  Whether   He    be   the  sole  Original 
SOURCE  OF  Gospel  I3lessings  ; 

III.  Whether  He  be  the  only  proper  ob- 
ject OF  Religious  Worship; 

Exclusively  J  or  inclusively  ? 
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I.  Dr.  Carpenter,  wlio  adopts  the  exclusive 
sense,  has  adroitly  introduced  his  Scriptural  proofs 
of  his  first  assumption,  in  the  motto  of  his  title- 
page  : 

"  This  is  life  eternal,  that  they  might  knozc 
THEE  THE  ONLY  TRUE  GoD,  uncl  Jcsus  Christ 
whom  thou  hast  sent.''    John  xvii.  3. 

"  But  nozv,  ye  seek  to  kill  me,  a  man  tliat 
hath  told  you  the  truth^  which  I  have  heard  of 
Cjod/'     John  viii.  40. 

From  the  combined  evidence  of  these  texts,  he 
infers,  throughout  the  whole  course  of  his  work, 
that  Jesus  Christ,  by  his  o^n  confession,  ac- 
knowledging the  Father  to  be  "  the  only  true 
God,^''  and  himself,  "  a  man,'"  was  not  truly  and 
properly  God. 

But  the  inference  is  fallacious  and  unfounded  : 
unwarranted  by  the  texts  themselves,  which  he 
handles  deceitfully,  and  wrests  from  their  true 
meaning ;  and  contrary  to  the  whole  tenor  of 
Scripture. 

I.  Though  Christ,  m  the  latter  text,  styled 
himself  "  a  man'  to  his  adversaries,  the  Jews;  he 
by  no  means  represented  himself  as  a  7?iere  man, 
and  nothing  more,  as  Dr.  C.  would  have  us  to 
understand. 

The  continuation  of  the  sentence,  which  Dr.  C. 
has  unwarrantably  and  fraudulently  suppressed, 
proves  the  reverse  : — "  this  did  not  Abrahajn.'' 
Our  Lord  thus  plainly  representing  himself  as 
greater  than  Abraha??i,  in  deriving  his  doctrine 
9 
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hnmediately  from  God  himself:  "  I  speak  that 
which  I  have  seen  with  viy  Father  (God:)  but 
ye  do  that  which  ye  have  seen  with  your  Father 
(the  Devil;)  Verse  38,  44.     And  afterwards  he 
dechired,    *'  /  proceeded  and  am  come  from  God, 
(iK  ru  ©£«  E^TjX&ov  xai  mu.)     For   I   came  not   of 
myself,  but  He  sent  me."  Verse  42.     Here  our 
Lord  critically  distinguishes  between  his  process 
sion  from  the  Father,  and  his  coming  in  the  Jlesh  ; 
plainly  alluding  to  prophecy  foretelling  the  latter, 
in  the  same  technical  expression  :  "  Lo,   /  am 
come,  (rixoj)  (in  the  volume  of  the  book  it  is  writ- 
ten of  me,)  to  do  thy  will,  O  God,"  [in  the  body 
which  thou  didst  prepare  for  me."]   Heb.  x.  5 — 
10,  referring  to  Ps.  xl.  7,  8.    And  most  explicitly 
does  our  Lord,  at  the  conclusion  of  his  discourse, 
assert  his  antecedent  divinity,  before  Abraham, 
with  the  utmost  solemnity  :  "  Verily,  verily,  I  say 
unto  you,    Before   Abraham  was   born,    I  am  :" 
verse  58,  thus  assuming  to  himself  the  divine  title, 
JEhjeh,  Exod.  iii.    14;  Ps.  1.  21;  as  proved  in 
the  si.vth   letter  of  this   series.     So  imfortunate, 
indeed,  is  Dr.   C.   in  his  reference  to  the  latter 
text;  (John  viii.  40.)  nhich  properly  explained, 
and  compared  with  the  context,  militates  decidedly 
against  his  inference. 

2.  Nor  is  he  a  whit  more  successful  in  his  for- 
mer text :  the  phrase  "  the  only  true  God,''  (tov 
<.x.ovev  aX-n^ivov  0eov,)  caunot  possibly  be  so  applied  to 
the  Father,  as  to  exclude  the  Son  from  being 
"  true  God'  likewise,  unless  we  suppose  Scripture 

VOL.  II.  u 
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to  contradict  itself:  for  the  same  Apostle  who 
records  this  conversation  of  Christ  with  his  disci- 
ples, of  which  he  was  himself  a  hearer ;  elsewhere 
asserts  of  Christ, 

"  For  we  know  that  the  Son  of  God  is  cone 
(vy-si)  and  hath  given  us  understanding  that  zvc 
might  knozc  the  true  [God :]  and  we  are  in  the 
true  [God,]  in  [or  />?/]  his  So?i  Jesus  Christ.  This 
is  the  true  God,  and  eternal  life.''  1  John  v.  20. 

This  important  text  obviously  relates  to  the 
foregoing  texts;  to  Ilcb.  x.  .5 — 10,  in  the  techni- 
cal term,  -mBi,  intimating  Christ's  coming  in  the 
bodif ;  as  paraphrased  by  the  Latin  Fathers,  Hi- 
larius  Fictaviensis,  Faustinus  Fresb,  and  Vigi- 
lius, — **  concarnatus,  sive  incarnatus  est,  sive 
carncm  induit  propter  iwSy  et  passus  est,  et  re- 
siirgcns  de  mortuis  assumpsit  7ios."  Griesbach, 
not,  in  loc.  And  it  also  relates  to  John  xvii.  3.  in 
the  marked  expressions,  Iva  ytwaKuixiv — 6  aXn^ivos  @£os 
— and,  rt  ^air)  aiuvioi,  common  to  both.  And  this 
analogy  warrants  us  to  fill  up  the  elliptical  expres- 
sions,   as   above,     tov    akn^ivov    [©t-ov] — sv  tw    aX7]&/votf 

[©sw,]  as  suggested  by  the  last  fuller  expression, 
o  aX7)5ivos  ©fof;  and  supported  by  several  manu- 
scripts, versions,  and  Fathers.  See  Griesbach. 

There  is,  however,  an  ambiguity  in  the  passage^ 
occasioned  by  the  term  htoj,  which  may  be  con- 
nected either  with  the  proximate  antecedent,  I»)j« 
X§is-w ;  or  with  the  remoter,  avru.  The  former  is 
the  prevailing  usage,  as  in  John  i.  6,  7  ;  Matt.  xxi. 
4a  I  Mark  vi.  16;  Acts  x.  26,  &c.  and  is  accord- 
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ingly  adopted  here,  by  the  generality  of  expositors, 
who  refer  it  to  the  Soti ;  Glassius,  GomaruSy 
Beza,  Dodd,  Doddridge,  Pyle,  Whitby,  &c. 
But  »Tof  is  sometimes  referred  to  the  remoter  ante* 
cedent ;  either  where  it  is  required  by  the  context, 
or  would  produce  an  obvious  impropriety,  if  re- 
ferred to  the  nearer  ;  as  in  John  i.  9  ,*  Acts  iv.  11; 
vii.   \9 ;   viii.   9,Q;  2  John  7*.     Whence,    Gro- 

*  One  of  the  most  extraordinary  and  revolting  instances 
of  Unitarian  sophistry,  any  where  perhaps  to  be  found,  is 
furnished  by  Mr.  Belskam,  adducing  the  analogy  of  this  text, 
to  prove,  that  in  1  John  v.  20, ««?,  should  not  be  referred 
to  the  proximate  antecedent  Utrs  Xp»rii,  but  to  the  remote — 
TOK  xXriBmov — the  true  God  (the  Father.)  Calm  Enquiry,  &c<, 
p.  232,  233. 

2  John  7.  ^^ Many  deceivers  are  entered  into  the  world,  who 
confess  not,  that  Jesus  Christ  is  come  in  X.h.Q  flesh.  This 
(«Tof )  is  a  deceiver  and  Antichrist." 

"  The  pronoun,  «t«?  *  this,'  (says  he,)  *'  which  usually 
belongs  to  the  proximate,  is  to  be  connected  with  the  remote 
and  plural  antecedent,  because  otherwise,  it  would  be  an 
argument  to  prove,  that  Jesus  Christ  was  an  impostorf  and 
even  Antichrist." 

But  the  malignity  of  this  remark  is  only  to  be  exceeded 
by  the  ignorance  or  unfairness  of  the  proposer. 

"  Jesus  Christ,"  is  not  iht  pr&ximate  antecedent,  for  he  is 
introduced  only  incidentally  ;  the  pronoun  aro?  here,  is  con- 
nected with  that  prime  "  deceiver"  among  the  "  many,"  who 
denies  the  incarnation  of  Christ.  And  this  «to?  is  contrasted 
with  another,  afterwards; "  He  that  abideth  in  iha  doc- 
trine of  Christ's  [^incarnation]  This  (kto?)  hath  [or  holdeth] 

both  the  Father  and  the  Son."  ver.  9. Whereas,  the  other  is 

"  the  liar  and  Antichrist  who  denieth  the  Father  and  thf  Sgn." 
I  John  ii.  22. 

U    2 
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tius*,  fJ'etste'ni,  LeGlerc,  Behham,  Carpenter.,  &c. 
attribute  it,  cither  to  avm,  or  to  the  lir^t  antecedent, 
rov  aXrj^rtov,  intimating  tlie  Fatlier.    Bui  it  appears 

•  Thr  learned  Gri>fitis,  notwithstanding  his  bia^  tdwaids 
Sodnian  expositions  of  Scripture,  was  by  no  means  a  Soct- 
n'mv,  and  still  less  a  Subetlian  :  for,  in  his  note  on  the  ccle- 
l-rated  text,  Rom.  ix.  .5.  he  marks  plainly  the  contrast  between 
tlie  hnmm  and  dkine  nature  of  CiiiiiST,  in  his  explanation  of 
tiie  expression,  to  xara  aecpica.. — N on  secundum  to  Stiov  ^wW 
in  ipsdj  sed  secundum  to  a.tBfuirnov,  "  Not  according  tf)  /m 
divinity  which  he  had  in  /lim.sr/f,  but  according  to  his  hinna- 
niti."  And  he  refers  to  Rom.  i.  3.  as  a  parallel  text;  and 
he  thus  declares  in  his  note  on  I'Cor.  x.  4.  "  God  is  called 
*  the  rock,'  in  the  Old  Testament;  Christ,  in  the  New.— 
This  rock  prejigured  Christ.  The  Jtivs,  indeed,  understood 
this  not;  but  7ve  understand,  to  whom  all  these  things  were 
preparatory;  the  rock,  when  smitten,  gave  forth  zcater ; 
Christ,  when  smitten  to  death,  obtained  the  Spirit  for  his 
saints  :  by  the  water,  Christ  attended  the  Hebrews  ;  and  by 
the  Spirit,  Christ  is  with  us  to  the  end  of  the  zuurid.  Matt. 
xxviii.  20."  These  refined  allusions  to  John  iii.  5,  &c. 
plainly  intimate  his  sentiments  respecting  the  divinity  of 
Christ,  which  be  repeatedly  asserted  throughout  his  Commen- 
tary. See  on  John  i.  1  ;  &c.  Add  to  this,  his  celebrated 
«?.efence  of  thie  doctrine  of  Christ's  siitiifactiu7i,  against  the 
rtitiicks  of  Sociims  ;  concluding  with  this  sublime  invocation 
t(j  Christ  and  the  Tkinity  :  '■  But  indied,  it  is  not  at  all 
strange,  if  they,  (the  Socinians)  who  rob  Christ  of  his  natural 
gtnry,  that  is,  the  Deity  of  hin  tiue  name,  should  alio  degrade 
hii  offices f  and  refuse  to  acknowledge ///a  p/vV/cZ/ia/  hencjits : — 
To  THEE,  O  LoRjj  Jjisus  Christ,  as  true  God,  as  trur 
Redeemer,  as  true  priest,  as  true  sacrifice  for  sins,  with  th  e 
Father  and  the  Spirit,  with  tuee  oke  God,  b,e, 
H«KOVa  AND  OLORT." 
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to  be  more  properly  referred  to  the  Son^  for  the 
following  reasons  : 

1 .  If  it  be  referred  to  the  Father,  it  will  produce 
an  identical,  or  trifling  proposition  :  '^  This  (the 
true  God)  is  the  frueGod:'"  whereas,  "  this  {Jesus 
Christ)  is  the  true  God,''  is  not  identical,  or 
trifling. 

2.  "  Eternal  life, "  before,  in  this  very  chapter, 
is  thrice  ascribed  to  the  Son,  as  its  immediate 
author; — *'  And  this  is  the  testimony,  that  God 
gave  us  eternal  life ;  and  this  life  is  in  his  Son  : 
He  that  hath  the  Son  hath  l/Jc  ;  he  that  hath  not 
the  Son  hath  not  life :  these  things  wrote  I  unto 
you  that  believe  on  the  name  of  the  Son  of  God ; 
that  ye  may  know  that  ye  have  eternal  life,  and 
that  ye  may  believe  on  the  name  of  the  Son  of 
God"     1  John  v.  11- -13. 

o.  Christ  is  likewise  styled,  o  aX'n^iy®'  "  the 
true,"  elsewhere:  **  And  to  the  angel  (or  bishop) 
of  the  Church  of  Philadelphia  write  these  things, 
saith  the  Holj^  one,  the  true,''  Rev.  iii,  7  ;  "  called, 
faithful  and  true,"  Rev.  xix.  1 1 ;  but  these  attri- 
butes are  unequivocally  applied  to  o  Aoy©-,  the 
Oracle,  or  Christ,  Rev.  xix.  1?,  who  was  styled, 
"  life;"  John  i.  4  ;  and  v,  2(5 ;  and  who  styled 
himself,  "  the  way,  the  truth,  and  the  life,""  John 
xiv.  6  ;  and  the  "  giver  of  eternal  life  to  his  fol- 
lowers."    John  xvii.  2. 

From  this  combination  of  evidence,  we  may  thus 
paraphrase  the  former  text,  John  xvii.  3. 

"  And  this  is  it  he  way  of  attaining]  eternal 
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lije ;  that  they  mi^ht  know  thee,  the  only  true 
God;  and  Jesus  Christ  whom  thou  hast  sent," 
[the  true  God  also,  and  eternal  life.] 

And  that  Christ,  indeed,  meant  to  assert  his  own 
Godhead,  in  this  very  passage,  is  evident  from  the 
sequel  of  the  discourse,  in  which  he  repeatedly 
intimates,  "  the  gloru  which  he  had  with  the 
Father,  before  the  world  was,''  verse  5;  "  the 
love  of  the  Father,  which  he  had,  or  enjoyed, 
before  the  foundation  of  the  zvorld,'"  verse  24, 
thus  maintaining  his  own  eternal  power,  and  God' 
head,  equally  with  the  Father. 

And  this  construction  of  the  passage  accords 
also  with  the  doctrine  of  the  Nicene  Creed,  which 
pronounces  the  Son,  "  true  God  of  true  God ;" 
(or  in  the  old  English,  "  Very  God  of  very  God;'') 
and  also  with  the  interpretation  of  AthanasiuSy  in 
his  Synopsis.     See  Letter  XII. 

It  now  remains  to  ascertain  the  meaning  of  the 
terms,  /aovov,  and  tov  «Xiq&ivov  ©^ov. 

1.  The  expression,  "  the  true  God,''  is  evi- 
dently opposed  to  the  false  Gods  of  the  Heathens  ; 
in  the  next  and  concluding  verse  of  the  Epistle  : 
"  Dear  Children  *,  keep  yourselves  from  idols. 
Amen.''  1  John  v.  £0.  Compare  1  Thess.  i.  9. 
And  the  following  is  the  judicious  remark  of 
IVatts,  on  this  warning  :  "  It  is  very  unlikely  that 

*  The  diminutive,  Tix.ua,  "  little  cMldren,"  is  frequently 
used  as  an  expression  of  fondness.  John  xiii.  33  ;  Gal.  iv. 
9.   1  Johnii.  11,  12,  13. 
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the  Apostle  John  should  conclude  his  Epistle  with 
such  a  solemn  charge  against  idolatry,  or  tiie 
worshipping  that  which  is  not  God;  and  yet  in  the 
preceding  verse,  leave  his  expression  concerning 
the  true  God,  so  easily  and  naturally  to  be  inter- 
preted concerning  Jesus  Christ,  if  he  were  not  the 
true  God."  Christian  Doctrine  of  the  Trinity^ 
Watts'' s  Works,  vol.  v.  p.  ly. 

2.  The  term  /aov©',  "  only,  or  alone,''  is  fre- 
quently considered  synonymous  with  eIj-,  **  o;ze," 
and  they   are   used    indiscriminately.      Thus   ns 

'^xjMx.ra.i  a(pievai  afjixpTKHs,  st  /xt)  eIj  o  0e©'  j  jNIark  il.  7  j 
is  expressed,  t/J  Syvarai  a(p»sv«j  aixaprKx^,  si  /txTj  /xov©'  o 

©£©-;  Luke  v.  21;  and  both  are  correctly  ren- 
dered, in  the  authorized  translation ;  "  Who  can 
forgive  sins  but  only  God, — or  God  alone  ?"  And 
the  parallel  passage,  thi^  «ya^©-,  n  (x-n  sU  «  ©s©^. 
Matt.  xix.  17,   is  expressed  by  Justin  Marty r^ 

aoeis  acya^®-  si  y.%  fx,0M'^  h  ©s©-.       Apol.    prim.    p.  63. 

And  both  should  be  likewise  rendered,  "  There  is 
none  good,  but  God  only, — or  God  alone*.*'  In 
these  cases,  f^^,  and  mqv©-,  though  adjectives  of 
the  masculine  gender  agreeing  with  ©s©-,  are  used 
adverbially  for  ^-ovov,  as  e9r'  apro)  i^ow,  "  by  bread 
alone.""  Matt.  iv.  4 — Ev  -koyw  ^owv,  "  in  word  only.'' 
]  Thess.  i.  5.    See  Joneses  Catholic  Doctrine  of 

*  The  authorized  Translation,  therefore,  has  mistranslated 
the  former  passage.  Matt.  xix.  \7 .  "  There  is  none  good, 
but  one,  [that  is]  God."  The  literal  translation  is,  "  there  ig 
none  good,  but  the  om  Gyrf,"— not  one  person,  but  OJie  God, 
including  the  Triniti/. 
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the  Trinity,  p.  l^.  And  accordiiiffly,  the  following 
interpretation  of  John  xvii.  3,  is  given  by  the 
Apostolical  Father  Ignatius,   speaking  of  Jesus  : 

Toij  e^oxEjXaffjv  eiJ  woXf ^fiav,  tov  ava  xkj  /xovov  aXr/iftvov  ©eoVj 
xaTay7EjXovTa,  Tov  iaf  T8  9raTEga.        "     io   thoSG  lliat  had 

deviated  into  Polytheism,  he  announced  the  one 
and  only  true  God,  his  Father."  Epist.  ad  Mag- 
7iesios.  And  hence  we  are  warranted  to  conclude, 
that  as,  bU  I  @s@ ,  includes  the  Son,  and  the  Holy 
Spirit,  along  with  the  Father ;  (see  Letter  XIII.) 
so  does,  /xov©-  o  ©£©-j  the  parallel  phrase.  And 
this  is  the  received  interpretation  of  the  text,  by 
the  most  learned  and  respectable  Trinitarians, 
both  ancient  and  modern,  whom  I  have  consulted 
thereon. 

We  may  further  observe,  that  the  attribute  of 
knowledge  seems  to  be  confined  to  each  of  the 
three  Persons,  in  the  following  texts: 

Matt.  xxiv.  36.  *'  Of  that  day  and  hour 
knoweth  no  one,  neither  the  angels  of  heaven,  but 
my  Father  only'' — "  Neither  the  angels  in  hea- 
ven, nor  the  Son,  but  the  Father.''  Mark  xiii.  32. 

Rev.  xix.  12.  The  Son  hath  "  a  name  writ  ten, 
•which  no  one  knozveth  hut  himself." 

1  Cor.  xi.  11.  "  The  things  of  God  knoweth 
no  one,  but  the  Spirit  of  God." 

The  Socinian  and  Sabellian  schools  contend,  that 
the  knowledge,  in  the  first  instance,  is  confined  to 
the  Father,  exclusive  of  the  So7i :  if  they  be  con- 
sistent, must  they  not  maintain,  that  the  knowledge 
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ol  the  Son,  in  the  second  instance,  is  excUisive  of 
the  Fathe?'  ? 

In  the  third  instance,  tlie  knowledge  seems  to  be 
confined  to  the  Spirit  of  God  or  the  Holy  Spirit  : 
and  yet  in  the  following,  it  is  evidently  shared  with 
the  Father  and  with  the  Son,  Matt.  xi.  27.  "  No 
one  intimately  knowcth  (BTriyivaiaKci)  the  So?!,  but 
the  Father  ;  neither  intimately  knoweth  any  one 
the  Father,  but  the  Son." — "  No  one  knoweth 
who  the  Son  is,  but  the  Father  ;  and  who  the  Fa- 
ther is,  but  the  Son.'"  Luke  x.  22. 

3.  Although  these  observations  may  well  be 
deemed  sufficient  to  overturn  the  e.vcliisive  inter- 
pretation of  the  text,  confining  the  expression, 
"  the  only  true  GocF  to  the  Father  ;  yet  there  is 
another  common  acceptation  of  the  term,  jaoi/@^, 
that  may  appropriate  the  phrase  to  the  Father ; 
and  yet  include  the  Godhead  of  the  Son,  and  of 
the  Holy  GJiost,  too. 

The  terms  /xov®.  and  el?,  are  further  frequently 
understood,  both  in  the  sacred  and  profane  classics, 
to  denote  "  excellent,''  ^'pre-eminent  "  "  extraor- 
dinary j"  "  singular"  &c. 

I  shall  notice  a  few  instances  of  profane  classic 
writers,  from  the  selection  in  Hales's  Nezv  Ana- 
lysis, &c.  vol.  ii.  p.  855,  taken  from  the  copious 
collection  of  examples,  in  fVetstein,  N.  T.  Note 
on  John  xvii.  3. 

1.   EcpepovTO TTgOf   Tov  MapKiov,  Iva  fgamyov  xai  fxovov 

a^'Xfivrx  kocvTuv  yivuffKitv  exstvov  Xeyovrs?. 

"  They  burst  forth  mto  praises  of  Marcus  Co 
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7'iolanus,  saying,  that  they  acknowledged  him  for 
their  sole  general,  and  only  ruler."  Plutarch, 
Coriolaniis. 

"  Tiie  Athenians  received  Demetrius  with 
songs  and  dances,  celebrating  him  as  their  only 
true  God ;  while  the  rest  were  either  sleeping  or 
travellings  or  not  in  being :  and  that  he  was  the 
son  of  Neptune  and  Venus,"  Demochares  apud 
A  then.  vi.  ^5S. 

3.  An  Deus  immensi  venias  maris,  ac  tua  nautce 
Numina  sola  colant. 
"  Or  whether  thou  comest  as  a  God  of  the 

immense  ocean, 
And  sailors  worship  thy  divinity  alone  J** 

Virg.  Georg.  i.  30. 
Where  Servius,  the  grammarian,  explains  sola, 
by  "  magna,  proicipua,  id  est,  supra  alios  decs 
7?iarinos.'' 

Of  these  three  instances,  the  second  is  precisely 
in  point,  furnishing  the  very  same  phrase,  used  in 
the  same  sense,  as  opposed  to  their  other  false 
Gods;  whom  it  describes  exactly  in  the  language 
of  Elijah  the  prophet,  when  mocking  the  priests 
of  Baal,  and  saying  to  them,  "  Cry  aloud,  for  he 
is  a  God :  either  he  is  talking,  or  he  is  pursuing, 
nr  he  is  journeying,  or  peradventurc  he  is  sleeping, 
and  must  be  awakened."  1  Kings  xvii.  27.    While 
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the  blasphemous  adulation  of  the  Athenians,  in 
styling  Demetrius,  their  "  only  trueGod^'  did  not 
intimate  the  exclusion  of  their  other  Gods,  (espe- 
cially his  supposed  parents,  Neptune  and  Venus;) 
but  only  his  pre-eminence  above  them,  as  prime 
tutelar  God,  and  protector. 

And  in  this  same  popular  sense  of  pre-eminence, 
or  precedence  of  rank  or  order,  the  terms  /xov©' 
and  Eif  appear  to  be  appropriated  to  the  Father,  in 
several    other   parallel   passages    of    Scripture  * : 

*  Of  these  important  texts,  the  approprialion  of  the  firbt, 
fjLoytj)  ao!pu)  Qiu)  to  t/ie  Father,  in  Rom.  xvi.  27,  is  evident,  from 
th«  adjunct  ^la  I'/jcry  Xgtra.  The  same  also  appears  in  Jude  25, 
from  its  relation  to  0ew  iraTpj,  verse  1.  The  third,  rov  (^ovst 
^eo-TroTTjv  0SOV,  Jude  4,  is  rightly  applied  to  the  Father,  not- 
withstanding its  seeming  deviation  from  Mr.  Sharps  rule  in 
the  omission  of  toc,  before  Kupton  r^^uv  Ij^o-sj/  Xpirof,  required, 
by  that  rule,  to  mark  the  distinction  of  persons;  for  1.  as 
TVetstein  more  skilfully  notes,  the  article  tov,  which  is  ex- 
pressed, relates  to  ^eo-TroTti^,  not  to  ®bov  ;  the  construction 
being  ©E0»  to>/xo»o»  ^£<rwr«T»i»,  xatlriffHtX^t^onKvpiov  rijxuv,  in  which, 
&iO)/,  and  I»jc7sv  Xjjtrof,  are  both  anarthrous  :  and  this  corv- 
struction  he  ably  proves  from  Josephus — @bo»  ^.-  fxevov  vyeio-Bact 
^icr7rsT»?v,  "  To  reckon  God,  the  unlij  sovereign,"  Bell.  Jud.  vii. 
10,  1.  2.  The  same  phrase  is  found  in  Justin  Martyr:  it 
ir^ciirT)  9V)i»fji,ic,  ^bto,  tov  TtecTtpot,  vuvtuv  koh  oscrTroTi)*  ©ecc,  kch  vioj 
o  K»yo^  £r».  "  The  first  power,  after  God  the  Father  of  all, 
Knd  Sovereign,  is  the  Son  the  Oracle."  Apol.  2.  And  again, 
£t'  oiio(jt,cc.Toq  m  TraTjjo;  ruv  oT^uv  y.ai  ^BaTrcira  ©£«,  ;c«j  ra  caryi^og 
vi(A.uv  Irian  X^ira,  xa*  TiviVjA.oiToc  aym.  "  In  the  name  of  God 
the  Father  of  all  and  Sovereign,  and  of  Jesus  Christ  our 
Saviour,  and  of  the  Holy  Ghost,"  Apol.  i.  §.  79-  In  all 
these  cases,  the  appropriation  of  the  phrase  to  the  Father  is 
manifest,  in  exact  conformity  with  Sharp's  rule  ;  for,  ©£»— 
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MjV'j)  ao^co  ©EOJ,  "  The  nulij  icise  God ;''  Rom.  xvi. 
27  ;  Jude  25  ;  hSeij-  aya^©^  £t  /y.7)  i'li  o  ©s®-,  "  ^/?e  oulj/ 

good  God"    Matt.    xix.     17;    tov /y.ovov  AF.a7roT'/)v  ©aov, 

"  the  only  sovereign  God^''  Jude  4 ;  6  /xaKafi©-  xai 
^x'^v©- Ayva>-'/is,  "  i^/^e  blcsstd  (Old  onlij  potentate ;' 
I  /ixov®-  ix^"^  a&avaffjav,  "  w-'/zo  oUij  hcilh  inimortaiity.' 
1  'I'iui.  vi.  15,  16. 

Trom  the  association  of  these  luminous  texts, 
ne  learn  that  the  Father  is  pre-eminently  the 
fountain  of  all  '"  truth,  wisdom,  goodness,  sove- 
reignty, power,  and  immortality  ;'"'  while  from  the 
nhole  tenor  of  Scripture  it  likewise  appears,  that 
these  perfections  are  equally  possessed  by  the 
vSoN  OF  HIS  Love,  Col.  i.  13;  and  by  the 
Spirit  of  Truth,  which /;7'oce6Y/e/A  from  the 
Father.  John  xv.  26.  And  such  was  the  pri- 
mitive doctrine  of  the  Church  in  that  admirable 
hymn,  Gloria  in  excelsis  Deo,  which  forms  the 
conclusion  of  our  communion  service. 

^u  fxov'^,  CO  X§»s"£)  //.era  YlvivixxT®^  a.yin,  ev  So^v)  ©68  T8 

"  Thou  only,  O  Christ,  zvith  the  Holy 
Ghost,  art  most  high  in  the  glory  of  God  the 
Father.     Amen." 

Hence,  we  may  collect  the  heinousness  and 
enormity  of  the  crime  of  inJideUty,  or  denial  of 

ly)oa  X^tra — ITiaTxaTo?  iyia,  are  all  anarthrous,  or  unaccom- 
panied by  the  article.  These  instances  a|)pear  to  be  decisive 
!o  vindicate  the  Grammatical  Construction,  here  adopted,  of 
Jude  4,  by  the  authorised  translation;  and  to  refute  IVhitby, 
Sharp,  Middklon,  &fC.  in  their  interpretation  of  the  passage. 
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the  divinity  of  Jesus  as  the  true  God  ;  because 
it  involves  the  crime  of  atheism  also,  denying 
God's  Oracles,  and  making  him  out  *'  a  Uar^''  by 
disbelieving  the  testimony  he  hath  given  so  abun- 
dantly of  HIS  SoN\  1  John  ii.  22  ;  v.  10;  Jude-t, 
&c.*  It  is  also  downright  i^ebeUion  agair.st  God 
himself;  upon  the  saaie  principle,  that  He  formerly 
considered  the  Israelites''  rejection  of  Samuel  the 
prophet  for  their  Judge,  as  in  fact  a  rejection  of 
the  Theocracy,  or  God's  providential  government 
of  their  nation ;  because  Samuel  was  chosen  and 
appointed  by  God,   as  their  chief  magistrate. 

'*  They  have  not  rejected  thee,  but  they  have 
rejected  Me,  that  /  should  not  reign  over  themJ'' 
1  Sam.  viii.  7. 

This  furnishes,  surely,  a  most  awful  subject  of 
consideration  to  Deists  in  ffeneral,  and  to  Sahellian 
Unitarians  in  particular ;  who  seem  indeed  to  be 
pitiable  objects  of  our  blessed  Lord's  prayer  and 
apology  on  the  Cross,  for  ''  crucifying  him  afresh, 
and  putting  him  to  open  shame''' — "  not  knowing 
the  Scriptures,  nor  the  power  c/"God;" 

— *'  Father  forgive  them ;  for  they  know  not 
what  they  do  f' 

II.  The  Father  is  unquestionably  the  sole 

ORIGINAL    SOURCE  OF  GoSPEL    BLESSINGS,    but 

not  exclusively,  as  insinuated  by  Dr.  C.  pervert- 
ing the  meaning  of  sole,  as  we  have  seen.     All 

*  From  these  three  texts,  in  the  original,  Qaius,  the  Tioman 
presbyter,  A.  D.  21"?,  evidently  forniel  the  concise  phrase, 
Tr,s  «gii»!J-»Sea  a7ror«(7«af,  ^'  the  God-dcui/'g  apustacy,"  adopted 
jii  the  motto  of  this  work. 
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Gospel  blessings,  indeed,  proceed  from,  and  arc 
conferred  by  the  Trinity  in  Unity,  as  abun- 
dantly proved  in  the  preceding  Letters.  To  enlarge, 
therefore,  upon  this  head,  would  be  supeiiluous. 

HI.  From  these  two  heads,  naturally  and  ne- 
cessarily follows  the  third,  that  the  Trinity  in 
Unity  is  the  proper  object  of  religious 
worship;  not  the  T  at  her  ej-clmiveli/,  as  in- 
sinuated by  Dr.  C.  further  perverting  the  meaning 
of  ofilj/.  And  tliisj  we  have  seen,  was  the  primi- 
tive doctrine  and  usage  of  the  Church,  from  the 
Apostolic  age,  and  of  our  truly  Evangelical  Li- 
turgy, following  the  established  Forms  of  Prayer^ 
handed  down  by  uninterrupted  tradition,  both  in 
the  Eastern  and  Western  Churches. 

But  as  Religious  Worship  is  a  question  of 
paramount  and  vital  importance,  not  merely  specu- 
lative but  practical ;  involving  either  the  guilt  and 
punishment  of  apostacy  and  rebellion  on  the  one 
hand,  if  withheld  from,  or  denied  to  its  proper 
object  ;  or  of  idolatry  on  the  other,  if  offered  to 
an  improper  object ;  I  shall  examine  the  Scrip- 
tural grounds  for  addressing  religious  worship  to 
the  Son  and  Holy  Ghost,  conjointly  with  the 
Father. 

The  grand  foundation  of  invocation,  or  prayer, 
is  the  belief  and  persuasion  of  the  omnipresence 
of  THE  Deity  :  "  O  Thou  that  hear  est  prayer, 
unto  thee  shall  all  flesh  come  !"  Ps.  Ixv.  2.  But 
the  Son  and  the  Holy  Ghost,  as  jointly  possess- 
ing the   attribute  of  immensity,   (shewn    in   Let- 
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ter  XIII.,)  or  pervading  all  space,  equally 
with  the  Father,  are  equally  objects  of  invoca- 
tion, or  prayer.  And  numerous  are  the  intima- 
tions  and  instances  of  religious  worship  and  prayer 
directed  to  Chkist,  both  in  the  Old  and  New 
Testaments : 

"  Serve  the  Lord  \\\\h  feary 
And  rejoice  in  him  with  trembling : 
Kiss  THE  Son  [also]  lest  he  be  angrif. 
And  [so]  ye  perish  from  the  way  [of  life] 
If  his  wrath  be  kindled,  even  a  little ; 
Blessed  are  all  that  trust  in  Him.'' 

Ps.  ii.  II,  12. 
To  "  kiss^'  or  "  reverence  the  Son  of  God," 
Matt.  xxi.  27,  implies  religious  homage,  1  Kings 
xix.  1 8,  especially  when  connected  with  "  serving 
THE  Lord."  The  danger  of  provoking  Him,  by 
the  omission,  to  the  loss  of  eternal  life,  is  next 
intimated  ;  for  "  our  God  is  a  consuming  fire'''  to 
apostate  Christians  as  well  as  JeuSy  Heb.  xii.  29  ; 
Ps.  1.  3 ;  Deut.  iv.  24  ;  while  a  blessing  is  pro- 
mised to  all  that  trust  in  Him  ;  to  which  our 
Lord  himself  evidently  alludes.  *'  Ye  believe,  (or 
trust)  in  God,  believe  (or  trust)  also  in  me:  In 
MY  Father's  house  (^heaven)  are  many  mansions 
[for  my  disciples,]  John  xiv.  1  — 14. 

The  universal  worship  of  Christ  is  foretold,  in 
the  following  magnificent  terms : 

"  Jll  Kings  shoM  fall  down  before  Him, 

All  nations  shall  do  him  service. — 

Prayer  also  shall  be  made  unto  Him  conlinually, 
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And  I  le  shall  be  praised  daily, 

Ills  XAME  shall  endure  for  ever, 

His  name  shall  continue  as  lon^j  as  the  Sun, 

All  nations  slinU  call  Him  blessed." 

Ps.  Ixxii.  11  —  17. 
Ihe  nature  of  this  service  is  clearly  explained 
by  the  Evangelical  prophet,  Isaiah  : 

"  Look  unto  ME,  and  be  saved,  all  ye  ends  of 

the  earth, 
For  I  am  God,  and  there  is  none  else. 
By  MYSELF  have  I  sworn  ;  the  righteous  decree 
Is  gone  out  of  my  mouth,  it  shall  not  be  revoked, 
That  unto  me  shall  evert/  knee  bow, 
Shall  evert/  tongue  swear.'' 

Isa.  xiv.  22,  25. 
The  Chaldee  paraphrase  understands  this  noble 
prophecy  of  the  Mimra  da  Jahoh,  "  the 
Oracle  of  the  Lord."  It  opens  with  a  fine 
•dWus'ion  to  ouv  su^ering  Saviour  on  the  Cross, 
the  true  antitype  of  the  brazeti  Serpent  in  the 
Wilderness  set  up  upon  a  pole,  for  the  relief  of  the 
jterpent-bitten  Israelites,  who  looked  thereon  with 
an  eye  of  faith,  and  were  healed ;  which  type  our 
Lord  ap[)lied  to  himself,  John  iii.  14,  15  ;  viii.  28  ; 
xii.  32.  And  the  fultilment  of  the  decree  is  also 
expressly  applied  to  Christ,  in  the  magnificent 
interpretation  of  St.  Paul  : 

"  VVlierefore,  God  also  transcendantlj/  exalted 

him,  (uTii^v^coai) 

And  gave  him  the  name  above  every  name; 
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That  at  the  name  of  Jesus,  exiery  knee  shall  bow^ 
Of  celestial,  terrestrial,  and  infernal  beings, 
And  every  tongue  profess  that  Jesus  Christ 

is  Lord, 
To  God  the  Father's  glory. ^' 

Phil,  ii,  9—11. 
And  his  former  title,  "  the  Oracle  of  Gop," 
was  now  exchanged  for  the  new  name,  King  of 
Kings,  and   Lord  of  Lords."     Rev.  xix.  12 
—16. 

2.  The  following  sublime  description  of  the 
Messiah,  in  the  character  of  the  righteous 
Judge  of  all  the  earth.  Gen.  xviii.  25,  is  fur- 
nished by  Asaph,  in  the  fiftieth  Psalm. 

1.  "  The  Goo  of  Gods,   the  Lord  hath 

spoken, 
And  called  the  earth  [to  judgment'] 
From  the  rising  of  the  Sun,  unto  its  settinop. 

2.  From  Sion  the  perfection  of  beauty,  hath 

God  shined. 
Our  God  shall  come,  and  shall  not  be  sile?if, 
A  Jire  shall  consume  before  Him, 
And  a  mighty  tempest  shall  be  raised  around 

Him. 

4.  He  shall  summon  the  heavens  from  above, 
And  the  earth,  to  judge  his  people. 

5.  Gather  unto  me  my  Saints^ 

Who  have  confirmed  my  Covefiant  with  sa^ 
crifice.  \ 

6.  The  Heavens  shall  declare  his  justice^ 
For  God  himself  is  Judge.      SelaL 

VOL.    II.  X 
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'i.  Hecn\  O  my  people,  and  I  will  speak, 
Even  I,  O  Israel,  will  testify  against  thee, 
I  AM  God,  even  thy  God. 

8.  /  will  not  reprove  thee  for  thy  sacrijices, 
For  thy  burnt  offerings  arc  continually  bC" 
fore  me — 

14.  Offer  unto  God  thanksgiving, 

And  pay  thy  vozvs  unto  the  Most  High, 

15.  And  call  upon  me  in  the  day  of  trouble  ; 
I  xrill  deliver  thee,  and  thou  shall  glorify  me, 

16.  But  unto  the  wicked  shall  God  say, 
What  light  hast  thou  to  declare  my  statuteSf 
And  to  take  my  covenant  in  thy  meuth  ? 

17.  Since  thou  hast  hated  instruction, 

And  cast  my  words  behind  thee  (with  con- 
tempt)— • 
£2.  Oh  consider  this,  ye  i\\?d  forget  God, 

Lest  I  destroy  you,  and  none  can  deliver, 
i?.3.  Whoso  offer eth  praise,  honour eth  me, 
And  to  him  that  ordereth  his  way  [aright] 
Will  I  shexo  the  salvation  of  God.'" 
See  our  blessed  Lord's  application  of  this  pro- 
phetic Psalm  to  himself  throughout,  in  his  vindi- 
cation to  the  unbelieving  Jews,  John  v.  18 — i29, 
explained  in  the  foregoing  Sij:th  Letter. 

3.  The  last  qualification  of  our  Lord  Jesus 
Christ  io  judge  all  mankind,  and  to  receive 
their  prayers,  supplications,  and  thanksgivings, 
equally  and  conjointly  with  the  Father,  is  that 
of  searching  the  hearts,  and  knowing  all  things,' 
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"  I,  THE  Lord,  search  the  heart,  I  try  the 
reins ;  even  to  give  everij  man  according  to  his 
wai/s,  and  according  to  the  fruit  of  his  works.'' 
Jer.  xvii.  10. 

And  OUR  LoRt>  uses  precisely  the  same  language 
in  the  Apocalypse,  when  addressing  the  Seven 
Churches  of  Asia  minor.  "  I  knozv  thy  works— - 
and  all  the  Churches  shall  know,  that  /  am  he 
who  search  reins  and  hearts ;  and  /  will  give 
unto  every  one  of  you,  according  to  your  works" 
Rev.  ii.  18—23. 

And,  accordingly,  we  find  numerous  instances  of 
the  exercise  of  this  prerogative  by  our  Lord  in  the 
Gospels,  in  the  case  of  Nathanael,  John  i.  46 — 
50,  in  the  case  of  Judas  Iscariot,  John  vi.  44 ; 
in  the  case  of  the  Samaritan  Woman,  John  iv.  29, 
in  divining  the  thoughts  and  doubts  of  his  disciples, 
John  xvi.  30.  And  at  the  election  of  Matthias 
in  the  room  of  Judas  Jscariot,  the  Apostles  in- 
voked  him  to  direct  the  lots,  under  the  title  of 

Kuqis,  xacq^iocyvco-iS  ttcvtrm — "  LoRD,  thoU  SCarchcr  of 

the  hearts  of  air — Acts  i.  24.  And  to  Him  they 
commended  the  elders  ordained  in  the  several 
Churches.     Acts  xiv.  23  *. 

•  St.  John  has  made  a  solemn  and  sublime  appeal  to 
Christ  as  the  Searcher  of  hearts,  to  vouch  the  truth  of  his 
testimony  to  the  important  fact  of  the  Roman  soldief  piercing 
■with  a  spear  the  side  of  Jesus  on  the  cross;  John  xix.  35. 
thus  more  critically  rendered  by  Wakefield,  judiciously  cor- 
tecting  the  ambiguity  of  the  received  translation:  "  And  he 
■who  saw  thin,  (s  8wgs«w;)  beareth  testimony  of  it,  that  ye  may 
X  2 


(     308     ) 

Prayer  to  C/irist,  therefore,  as  our  present 
Lord,  and  our  future  Judge,  is  prescribed  by 
the  mo-t  cogent  and  inij)erious  motives^  both  of 
duti/  and  int crest. 

And  Christ  himself  readily  and  actually  ac- 
cepted such  zvurs/iip  as  plainly  appeared  to  be  re- 
ligious ;  wliile  he  stedfa&tly  rejected  all  civii 
homage. 

The  cases  in  Avhich  religious  zoorship  and  prayer 
■were  unequivocally  offered  to  him,  are  numerous  : 
— of  the  man  bom  blind,  John  ix.  38;  of  Tlioma.^ 

believe:  find  this  testimony  of  his  is  true,  and  JesUS  him- 
self (naxEtv®-)  knuweth  that  he  sptaketh  truth." 

In  his  note,  IVuktJidd  remarks,  "  I  have  put  ihe  hyperbato.'i 
{or  parent Iicsis)  of  this  verse  into  order:  and  I  understand 
Jcsu'i  by  xxxuv^,  [referring  to  verse  33,  where  his  name  is 
mentioned,]  Our  Evangelist  makes  a  solemn  aj)pcal  to  his 
Master,  for  the  truth  of  this  most  curious  and  important  fact ; 
which  he  thought  worthy  of  mentioning  with  ^ff/-/iC«/ar  t/<4- 
thic.tiun  also  in  his  Epistles.    1  John  v.  5 — 8. 

I\lay  this  honest  confession  of  a  "  strenuous  Unitarian"  of 
the  Socinian  sciiool,  but  not  a  ISabcllian,  acone  for,  or  coier  a 
muUiiude  uf  sins  of  negligence,   ignorance,  and  prejudice,  iu 

his  'I'ranslatiuii  of  the   New  Testament  ! We  are  now,  at 

length,  competent  to  judge  why  the  editors  of  the  Unitarian 
Version  oi  the  N.  T.  rejected  the  translation  of  this  ^^  e7ninent 
scholar"  as  they  term  him,  which  they  had,  at  lirst,  intended 
to  republish,  or  make  the  basis  of  their  own.  "  Even 
Wakijield,  was  not  heterodox  enough  for  their  puipose." — 'I'liis 
masterly  attestation  to  the  diviniti/  of  Christ,  implied  iu 
his  omniscience,  was  an  instance  of  "  accuracy"  in  his  transla- 
tion, that  overset  their  heresy. — 'I'herofore  they  uilfuUy  re- 
jected it: — "  they  found  it  impracticable  to  make  use  of  his 
translation,"  as  they  themselves  confess.    Introduction,  p.  iii. 
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J'ohn  XX.  28;  at  his  Ascension  into  heaven,  Luke 
xxiv.  51,  52;  at  the  Martyrdom  of  Stephoi,  Acts 
vii.  5.9,  60 ;  at  the  Conversion  of  St.  Paid,  Acts 
ix.  JO,  11;  for  the  removal  of  St.  Paul's  thorn  in 
the  flesh,  2  Cor.  xii.  8,  9-  These  remarkable 
cases  are  so  clear  and  express,  as  to  elude  all  the 
sophistry  of  Dr.  Carpenter  and  the  Unitarian 
school,  to  invalidate  them.  And  they  are  crowned 
by  that  subhme  and  magnificent  description  of  the 
worship  of  the  Lamb,  in  the  Apocalypse,  by  the 
Spiritual  Church,  Rev.  v.  8  — 10;  concluding 
ivith  the  joint  worship  of  God  and  the  Lamb, 
by  the  surrounding  hosts  oi  Angels,  verse  1 1  — 14. 
Fulfilling  the  commandment,  both  of  the  Old  and 
New  Testament : 

"Let  alltiieAkgels  or  God  worship  Hi.m." 
Ps.  xcvii.  7;  Heb.  i.  6. 

Prayer  to  the  Holy  Ghost,  also,  appears  to 
have  taken  place  in  the  case  of  Simeon,  Luke  ii. 
26 — 30 ;  at  the  appointment  of  Saul  and  Barna- 
bas to  ihe  Gent  He  mission.  Acts  xiii.  1 — 4  ;  at  the 
fust  Council  of  Jerusalem,  Acts  xv.  28*. 

ly.  Indeed,  so  express  and  irresistible  is  the 
Scriptural  evidence,    in  favour  of  the  religious 

*  The  Apostolical  henedictinn,  1  Cor.  xiii.  14,  is  in  fact,  a 
prayer  to  the  Trinity  ;  for  the  blessings  to  be  derived  from 
"  the  grace  of  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ,"  as  the  niciitorious 
cause.;  from  "  the  love  of  God,"  as  the  impulsive  cause;  and 
from  "  the J'elloios/iip  of  the  Holy  Ghost," as  the  instrumental 
cause.  See  Bisses  Beauti/  of  Holiness,  iu  tlit  Common  i'la^xr, 
p.  86\ 
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vcorship  of  Christ,  that  Soc'ums  and  his  immor 
diate  followers,  (who  were  possessed  of  much 
more  learning  and  candour,  than  their  successors, 
the  Sabelliaii  Unitaria?is,)  without  hesitation, 
adopted  and  prescribed  it. 

1.  Soc'nnts,  Comment,  in  1  John  v.  11,  vol.  i. 
p.  246.  Inde  necessario  conseqiiitur,  et  cultus 
divini  exhibitiOj  et  agnitio  potestatis  implorandi 
ipsius  Jesu  opem  in  iis  omnibus,  ut  habeatur 
ratio  curas  ac  gubernationis  pra;dictae,  quam  Jesus 
suorum  fidelium  habet;  sine  qua  exhibitione  et 
agnitione,  certunrest,  7ieminem  vel  dignum  quidem 
fsse  qui  Chuistianus  appelletn7\ 

"  Thence  necessarily  follows,  both  the  offering 
of  divine  worship,  and  the  acknowledgment  of  the 
privilege  granted  us  o^  imploring  the  aid  o/' Jesus 
Christ  himself,  in  all  those  circumstances  which 
have  a  relation  to  that  fore-mentioned  care  and  go- 
vernment which  Jesus  exercises  over  liis  faithful 
people;  without  which  offering  and  acknowledg- 
ment it  is  certain,  that  no  one  is  even  worthy  to 
he  called  a  Christian*." 

2.  JVolzogeniiis,  Comment,  in  Matt,  xxviii.  18. 

Per  mortem  et  resurrectionem  suam,  omnem  po- 

testatem  in  ccclo  et  in  terra,  i.  e.  illimitatum  reg- 

•  "  CiiHlSTiANS,"  observes  the  acute  Leslie,  "  are  to 
called  from  the  God  tticy  ■worship.  And  thrrefore,  they  who 
^}i}nk  Christ  not  to  bt  God,  7wr  worship  him,  as  such,  with 
tlivine  honour,  cannol  in  any  propriety  of  speech,  be  called 
ChrisUans," — Archdeacon  Daubcnys  Charge,  June,  1815, 
p.  35. 
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«5um  atqiie  iraperium  super  oranes  creaturas  ia 

ccelo  et  in  terra  existentes. -Quapropter,  etiam 

Ipsr,  summo  jure,  debetur  culius,  non  modo  ado- 
rationis,  sed  etiam  itivocationis,  in  rebus  omnibus 
-quje  ad  nostrum  sive  temporale,  sive  sempiternuni 
bornim  spectant. 

"  Christ  by  his  death  and  resurrection  acquired 
*'  alt  authority  in  heaven  and  in  earth,""  i.  e.  un- 
limited government  and  dominion  over  all  creatures, 

in  heaven  and  in  earth. Wlierefore,   to  Him 

also  is  most  justly  due  worship,  not  only  oi  adora- 
tion, but  also  of  invocation  in  all  things  that  re- 
late either  to  our  tcmpornl  or  eternal  zvelfare.''^ 

And  in  his  Catech.  Eccles.  Polun.  Sect.  IV. 
JVolzogenius  declares,  Christus  ad  dextram  Dei 
in  ccelis  collocatus,  (Ps.  ex.  1 ;)  etiam  ab  Angelis 
(tdorandus  est,  (Ps.  xcvii.  7;)  omnem  in  coelo  et  in 
terra  potesiatem  accepit,  (Matt,  xxviii.  18;)  et 
omnia,  Deo  exxepto,  ejus  pedibus  sunt  suhjecta. 
(1  Cor.  XV.  %5—'l7.) 

"  Christ  being  seated  in  the  heavens  at  the 
right  hand  of  God,  (Ps.  ex.  1.)  is  to  be  adored 
even  by  Angels,  (Ps.  xcvii.  7;)  He  received  all 
authority  in  heaven  and  in  earth  (Matt,  xxviii. 
18,)  and,  God  excepted,  all  things  are  put  under 
his  feet,  (1  Cor.  xv.  25—27.)" 

3.  CrelUus,  on  1  Thess.  iii.  11.  "  Now,  God 
himscif,  even  oz/r  Father,  rt;z^/ our  Lord  Jesus 
Christ,  direct  our  journey  toward  you,''  e\h\h\X.^ 
the  following  critical,  aud  judicious  note.  Insigne, 
lit  cures  et  providential  circa  nos,  DoMixi  Jesv 
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arguinentum,  ita  bnocationis  ejus  exemplum.  Jo- 
turn  enim  ejusmodi,  quod  eum  a  quo  aliquid  voveo 
audire  sum  persuasus,  precationis  vim  habet;  atque 
adeo  ipsa,  licet  indirecta,  pi'ecatio  est. 

"  This  passage,  as  it  is  a  remarkable  proof  of 
THE  Lord  Jesu's  care  and  pt^ovidence  over  us; 
so  it  is  an  example  of  invocation  to  him.  For  a 
xvish  of  that  nature,  which,  I  am  persuaded,  is 
heard  by  Hiui  from  whom  I  wish  something,  has 
the  force  of  a  prayer ;  and,  therefore,  though  in- 
directly, is  a  prayer  itself. 

4.  And  Melancthoit,  that  wisest  and  best  of 
the  Reformers,  after  predicting  the  disputes  and 
the  disturbances  that  would,  some  time  or  other, 
arise  about  the  Trinity,  adds ;  ''  I  take  refuge 
in  these  plaiJi  declarations  of  Scripture,  which 
eu]om prayer  to  Christ:  which  is,  to  ascribe  the 
proper  honour  of  Divinity  to  him  ;  and  is  full  of 
consolation.''     Letter  to  Camerarius,  A.l).  1.532. 

Passing  strange  to  tell,  these  very  declarations 
of  Socinus,  JFolzogenius,  CreUius,  and  the  judi- 
cious Melancthon,  are  all  furnished  by  the  Minis- 
ter oi  Essex  Street  Chapel,  Thomas  Belsimm  II!  in 
his  Calm  Enquiry  into  the  Script uj^e  Doctrine  of 
the  Pej'son  of  Jesus  Christ,  pp.  4/8,  317,  ^76. 
^^'llo  blind,  notwithstanding,  to  their  accumulated 
evidence,  asserts,  with  Dr.  Price,  (Sermon,  p.  146,) 
that  "  there  is  nothing  in  Athanasianism  itself 
more  extravagant,  than  this  doctrine  of  Socinus 
and  hris>  followers,  and  that  "  it  not  only  renders 
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the  Scriptures  unhitelligible,  but  Christianitij  it- 
self incredible.'"     P.  3 1 7. 

Infinitely  more  e.vfraxagant  and  incredible  is 
the  doctrij^e  of  Dr.  Carpenter,  IVIr.  Behham,  and 
the  modern  Unitarian  school,  in  setting  up  a  mere 
man,  (as  they  hold  Jesus  Christ,)  to  judge  the 
world,  (upon  tlie  authority  of  Scripture,  Acts 
xvii.  31  ;)  as  noticed  in  the  foregoing  Fourth  Let- 
ter. The  glaring  absurdity  of  the  supposition  is 
admirably,  though  inconsistently,  exposed  by 
Belsham  himself,  in  the  following  cogent  re- 
marks : 

*'  Consider  whether  such  an  elevation  of  a  mere 
man  is  credible,  or  even  possible  ?  Can  it  be  be- 
lieved that  a  mere  man  could  be  advanced  at  once 
so  high  as  to  be  above  angels,  and  to  be  qualified 
to  rule  and  Judge  the  Z€orld  ?  Does  not  this  con- 
tradict all  we  see  or  can  conceive  of  the  order  of 
God's  works  ?  Do  not  all  beings  rise  gradunllt/  ; 
one  acquisition  laying  the  foundation  of  another, 
and  preparing  for  higher  acquisitions?  What 
w'ould  you  think,  were  you  told,  that  a  child  just 
born,  instead  of  growing  like  all  other  human 
creatures,  had  started  at  once  to  complete  man- 
hood, and  the  government  of  an  empire  ?  This  is 
nothing  to  the  fact  I  am  considering."  P.  317. 
Nothing,  indeed,  to  the  stupendous  "advance- 
ment of  a  human  being  to  the  government  of  the 
whole  created  universe.^  and  exalting  him  above  all 
the  supposed  orders  of  the  celestial  hierarchy.'^ 
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p.  480'*. This,  surely,  far  surpasses  the  Popish 

doctrine  oi transubslantiation,  m  absurdity;  that, 
indeed,  only  transforms  ihe  elements  of  bi^ead  and 
tv'ine,  into  Jicsh  and  blood; — but  ihis  metamor- 
phoses a  mere  mmi,  **  not  fifty  ^'ears  old,"  into  the 
tiorereigii  Judge  of  quick  and  dead,  from  the  crear 
tion,  to  the  end  of  the  world  ! ! ! 

Indeed,  the  Unitarian  Creed  abounds  in  glaring 
inconsistencies  and  contradictions,  throughout. 

].  The  "  proper  Unitarians"  profess  to  be  bap- 
tized in,  or  pto,  the  name  of  tije  Father  aud  of 

*  Is  it  possible,  (we  may  well  ask,)  that  Mr.  B.  can  be 
serious  in  his  professed  belief  of  the  judicial  authority  of  Jesus 
Christ  ?  These  cogent  remarks  decidedly  militate  against  it: 
and  still  further  his  conjectural  interpretation  of  Acts  xvii.  3\. 
"  That  when  Christ  is  represented  as  appointed  by  God  to 
judge  the  world,  nothing  more  may  be  intended  by  this  language, 
but  that  the  final  states  of  all  and  every  individual  of  man- 
kind, shall  be  awarded  agreeably  to  the  declarations  of  the 
Gospel  [which  he  taught.]  And  therefore,  that  Christ  is  but 
FIGURATIVELY  a  judge;  as  he  is  but  figuratively  a 
lawgiver;  ¥  ic-VR  An  vkly  a  priest  ;  figuratively'  a  con" 
ffueror  and  a  king.  Calm  Enquiry,  &c,  p.  345,  3-i6. — And 
to  countenance  this  interpretation,  he  wrests  our  Lord's  de- 
claration, John  xii.  47,  48,  which  may  fairly  be  explained 
thus:  "  If  any  man  hear  my  words,  and  believe  not,  I 
Judge  him  not  [norc,]  for  I  came  not  [in  the  Jfesh]  io  judge  th^ 
world,  but  to  saxc  the  world.  He  that  rejecteth  me,  and  re- 
ceiveth  not  my  words,  hath  that  which  judgeih  him :  the 
doctrine  v^hich  I  have  delivered  (o  My^  o»  tXaXna-a)  the  same 
fhall  judge  [or  convict]  him,  at  the  last  day,"  [xahcn  I  thaii 
^udge  the  world  in  righteousness.'] 
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THE  Son",  and  of  the  Holy  Ghost:  yet  they  re-r 
,duce  these  three  distinct  persons  to  one  divine 
person  ;  peremptorily  denying  the  divinity  of  the 
Son,  and  the  personahty  of  the  Holt  Ghost; 
degrading  the  second,  into  a  mere  man,  the  son  of 
Joseph  and  Mart/,  and  annihilating  the  third;  in 
perfect  unison  with  the  ancient  Epicureans  and 
Saclducees,  and  modern  Deists  and  Mahometans. 

2.  The  "  proper  Unitarians"  profess  to  acknoTfr 
ledge  "  the  ^'7'^ceof  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ,  the 
/ore  of  God,  and  the  fellozcship  of  the  Holy 
Ghost;"  yet  they  disclaim  prayer  to  Christ,  as 
the  disposer  oi grace,  or  spiritual  fayoui",  by  virtue 
of  the  plenary  authority  given  him  in  heaven  and 
earth ;  and  with  all  the  self-sufficiency  of  the 
Pharisees  and  Stoics  of  old,  thev,  most  un^rater 
fully,  deny  that  highest  grace,  of  the  redemption 
pndi  salvation  of  mankind,  by  the  atonement  and 
mediation  of  our  blessed  Lord  and  Saviour ;  while 
they  equally  deny  and  reject  the  regenerating  and 
sanctifying  influence  of  the  Holy  Ghost,  that 
*'  other  advocate'''  of  the  faithful,  both  with  the 
J'ather,  and  with  the  zvorld  ^  and  they  ridicule 
the  existence  of  the  Devil,  that  most  subtle  and 
dangerous  spiritual  enemy  of  man,  whom  they  re- 
duce to  an  allegorical  being,  or  a  mere  non-entity. 
And  while  they  profess  to  reverence  the  Holy 
Bcriptures,  they  deny  their  inspiration;  and  they 
scruple  not  "  to  methodize  them  according  to  their 
own  private  fancies,"  "  xdse  in  theijT  own  eyes,  and 
prudent  in  their  own  sight." 
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3.  The  grand  error  of  the  Unitarian  schemCj 
and  the  rock,  indeed,  npon  which  they  split,  and 
make  shipwreck  of  their  Faith  in  Christ,  is  their 
hardy  rejection  of  all  mysteries*  in  rehgion;  idly 
presuming  to  fathom  the  depths  of  Divine  Revela- 
tion by  the  scanty  plummet  of  human  reason, 
which  they  exalt  into  a  goddess  or  idol  of  their 
own  creation ;  refusing  to  admit  any  doctrine  or 
any  fact,  which  they  cannot  clearly  and  fully  com- 
prehend :  but,  forgetting  all  the  while,  that  the 
W'or^  of  God,  like  his  works,  abounds  in  mysteries, 
"  hard  to  be  understood,'''  and  "  hard  to  be  in* 
te7^pretedy'  even  by  the  most  learned,  and  the  most 


*  Mr.  Belsham  thus  states  it.  "  The  Unitarian  doctrine, 
my  Lord,  has  no  rnysttries.  It  is  a  plain,  simple,  rational 
doctrine,  obvious  to  the  meanest  understanding.  The  niys- 
stcrics  of  the  Triniti/,  of  the  Incarnation,  of  the  Atonement, 
and  the  like,  arc  to  us  as  unmeaning  and  as  incredible  as  the 
mystery  of  Transubsfantiation  or  the  sacrifice  of  the  mas^." — 
Letters  to  the  Bishop  of  London,  p.  6], — But,  as  Dr.  Young^ 
in  his  Sermons,  vol.  II.  p.  ~S.  truly  and  acutely  observes, 
*•'  Socinians  have  not  purged  mystery  out  of  the  Scripture, 
they  have  only  changed  its  place  :  they  have  taken  niysierr 
out  of  the  doctrine  of  Scripture,  where  it  was  vencriible,  and 
wortliy  of  the  majesty  of  God  ;  and  have  placed  it  in  the 
phrase  of  Scripture,  where  it  is  opprobrious,  and  repugnant 
to  God's  iincerity." — "  h\  truth,"  adds  Dean  Magee,  *'  they 
have  had  a  pleasure,  at  all  times,  in  making  mysteries,  in 
whatever  is  in  its  own  nature  unmysterious,  sucli  as  reason  and 
language;  but  in  that- which  must  he  rnystcriuiis  to  man,  as 
being  phiced  beyond  his  comprehension,  namely  the  divine 
>JATURE,  they  will  not  allow  a?;y  wj/i^w^  ;  not  even  on  th* 
testimony   of  God  himself!     Postscript,  \).  202. 
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enlightened  scholars  and  divines;  which,  "  the 
ignorant  and  unstable^  tossed  to  and  fro  with 
every  blast  of  doctrine,  wrest  to  their  own,  and 
their  hearers'  destruction." 

How  finely  is  such  folly  and  presumption  ex- 
posed by  St.  Paul  in  the  case  of  the  heathen  phi- 
losophers of  old  : 

"  Professing  to  be  7vise,  they  were  infatuated,^ 
or,  "  they  were  rendered  fools  ;"  which  is  closer 
than  "  they  became  fools."  Rom.  i.  22.  For 
when  they  rejected  the  legitimate  means  of  infor- 
mation and  grace  afforded  them,  and  "  followed 
their  own  imaginations,"  "  God  gave  them  up  to 
an  undisccrning  mind,''''  (a^oxiptov  v«v.)  Rom.  i,  28. 
"  Always  learning  and  never  able  to  come  to  m- 
timate  knowledge  (eTrj-yvwajv)  of  the  Truth." 
2  Tim.  iii.  7.  "  For  God  resisteth  the  proud,  but 
giveth  grace  to  the  humble.'"  James  iv.  6;  1  Pet. 
V.  5;  Johnix.  39—41. 

"  O  the  depth  of  the  riches  both  of  the  wisdom 

and  knowledge  of  God  ! 
How  unsearchable  Wh  judgments,  and  untrace- 
able His  ways ! 
For  who  hath  known  the  mind  of  the  Lord? 
Or  who  hath  been  His  counsellor  ?"  Rom.  xi. 

^d,  34. 

None,  surely,  but  the  "  xvonderful  Counsellor,'' 

Isa.  ix.  6. — "  The  Oracle,"  or  Expositor  of  his 

will  to  mankind,  "the  only  begotten  Sox  of 

God;"'  John   i.   1  — 18.     And  the   Spirit  of 
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Truth  likewise ;  for  the  Spirit  searcheth  all 
things,  even  the  depths  of  God''  1  Cor.  ii.  10'. 

*'  He  that  winneth  souls  is  wise."   Prov.  xi.  30. 

May  this  labour  of  love,  begun,  continued,  and 
ended,  with  the  most  earnest,  fervent,  and  anxious 
wishes  to  promote  the  conversion  of  Unitarians, 
and  to  confirm  the  faith  of  Trinitarians,  contribute 
to  these  most  desirable  and  salutary  ends,  with  the 
Divine  aid  and  blessing  ;  without  which,  all  human 
efforts  are  vain*.  And  may  both  the  Heterodox 
and  the  Orthodox  be  duly  mindful  of  the  following 
awakening  declarations,  and  tremendous  warnings 
of  Scripture,  respecting  the  Son  and  the  Holy 
Ghost  : 

"  Whosoever  shall  break  one  of  these  least 
commandments,  and  shall  teach  men  so,  he  shall 
be  called  the  least  in  the  kingdom  of  heaven :  but 
whosoever  shall  do,  and  teach  [them,  ]  the  same 
shall  be  called  great  in  the  kingdom  of  heaven." 
Matt.  V.  19. 

"  Whosoever  shall  confess  me  before  men,  hi77i 
will  I  confess  also  before  my  Father  which  is  in 
heaven ;  but  whosoever  shall  deny  me  before  men, 
him  will  I  also  dejiy  before  my  Father  which  is  in 
heaven."  Matt.  x.  32,  ^3. 

''  Whosoever  shall  be  ashamed  of  me  and  oimy 
Xi'ords,  in  this  adulterous  and  wicked  generation,  of 
him  also  shall  the  Son  of  Man  he  ashamed,  when 


♦  *.*  I  (Paul)  planted,  A'polh$  watered,  but  GoD  gave  tb« 
increase."     1  Cor.  iii.  6, 
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lie  Cometh  in  his  own  and  Ids  Fathers  glory,  with 
the  hail/  angels,'''  Mark  viii.  38 ;  Luke  ix.  26. 

"  Whosoever  speaketh  a  word  against  the  Son 
OF  Ma.n  [unwittingly*]  it  shall  be  forgiven  him  ; 
but  whosoever  speaketh  [blasphemy]  against  tlic 
Holy  Ghost,  it  shall  not  be  forgiven  him,  neither 
in  this  world,  nor  in  the  v,'orld  to  come,"  jMatt.  xii. 
31,  32.  ''Grieve  vot  tlie  Holy  Spirit  of  God, 
whereby  ye  are  sealed  unto  the  day  of  redemption.'* 
Ephes,  iv.  30. 

"  Quench  not  the  Spirit."   1  Thess.  v.  19. 

May  we,  finally,  without  presumption,  be  per- 
mitted to  adopt,  and  transfer  to  our  Actional 
Churches^  the  sublime  and  patriotic  benediction  to 
*'  the  Seven  Churches,'''  in  the  name  of  the 
Trinity.  "  Grace  be  nnio  you,  ?ind  peace  tVoin 
Him  who  is^  and  who  zcas,  and  who  is  to  come ; 
and  from  the  Seven  Spirits  f,  who  are  before 

•  Luke  xxiii.34  ;  Acts  iii.  17  ;  1  Cor.  ii.  8  ;  1  Tim.  i.  13. 

■+  It  is  evident  from  the  context,  that  the  seven  spirits 
here  occupy  the  place  of  the  Holy  Spirit,  in  the  baptismal 
form,  Matt,  xxviii.  19  ;  and  in  the  apostolic  benediction,  2 
Cor.  xiii.  14.  But  how  they  correspond  in  nature,  is  a  myS" 
tery  too  profound  for  mortals  to  explore.  Ii  may  not,  how- 
ever, be  deemed  too  adventurous,  to  attempt  to  trace  some 
Scriptural  analogies  on  the  subject.  They  are  called  ^'  the 
SEVEN  SPIRITS  OF  GoD,"  held  by  Christ,  Rev.  iii.  1.  "  (he 
SEVEN  LAMPS  OF  FIRE  before  the  throne  of  Gqu,"  Rev.  iv. 
5;  "  THE  SEVEN  EYES  OF  THE  LAMB,  sent  forth  into  all 
the  earth."  Rev.  v.  6. — In  these  jfiguratl-ce  passages,  may- 
there  not  be  some  allusion  to  the  magnificent  description  of 
i\xt  plenitude  of  spiritual  gifts  conferred  or;  the  Messiah,  ia 
1 
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His  throne  ;  and  from  Jesus  Christ,  the  faith- 
ful witness ;  the  first  begot teji  of  the  dead ;  and 
the  Ruler  of  the  kings  of  the  earth  :  to  Him, 
who  loved  us,  and  zoashed  us  from  our  sins,  in 
his  own  blood,  and  made  us  royal  priests*,  to 
His  God  and  Father']":  be  the  glory  and 
the  dominion,  Jor  evermore.   Amen.    Rev.  i.  4 — 6, 

Kaiah  ?  *'  And  the  Spirit  of  the  Lord  shall  rest  upon 
Ilim,  the  spirit  o/' Wisdom,  and  Undeustanding,  the  spirit 
o/"  Counsel  and  Fortitude,  the  spirit  of  the  KUowLZDOt: 
and  FEAR  of  THE  Lord."  Isa.  xi.  2.  And  these  seven 
SPittiTS  may,  perhaps,  likewise  correspond  to  the  elect 
ANGELS  in  St.  Paul's  solemn  adjuration  to  Timothy:  "I 
charge  thee  before  God,  and  the  Lord  Jesus  Christ,  and 
the  elect  angels,"  &c.   1  Tim.  v.  21. 

Further  than  this,  I  know  not — /  dare  not  proceed.— » 

*  "  A  royal priesthtod."    1  Pet.  ii.  £). 

•f  "  I  ascend  to  my  Father  and  your  Father,  and  to  M? 
God,  and  your  God."  John  xx.  17. — Our  Lord  thus  plainly 
discriminating  his  higher  relation  to  God,  from  our  relation 
to  God, 


APPENDIX. 


*'  THE  testimojiy  of  Jesus  is  the  spirit  of 
prophecy' — *'  To  Him  give  all  the  prophets 
witness" 

For  the  sake  of  Biblical  Students,  the  leading 
prophecies  and  alluaions  to  Christ,  in  the  Old 
Testament;  expressl}'  cited,  either  diS  predic- 
tions fulfilled  in  Him,  or  applied,  by  way  of 
accommodatioji  to  Him,  in  the  New  Testament; 
are  here  collected  into  one  point  of  view ;  from 
The  New  Analysis  oj'  Chronology.  Vol.  11.  p. 
1374. 

1.   SERIES. 

I.  The  seed  of(  Gen.  iii.  15  ; Gal.  iv.  4  ;   1  Tim.  ii. 

ike  woman.  (,      ^5;  Rev.  xii.  5. 

/'Psal.    xxii.     10;    xxxv.    14;    Uix.    8; 

„       -„  A     Ixxxvi.  16;  cxvi.  I6;   Proy.  xxx.  IQ; 

II.  Born    of  J     ,         ••,.,•  ^r-    , 

.1    Tz-     •      \      *S3-  ^"-   14;    xhx.   1;    Micah   v.   3; 

the  yirPin.    i      ^  .  ,,  ' 

i     Jer.  xxxi.  22 ; -Matt.  i.  23 ;  Luke 

V.     i.  26.  35. 

III.  Of    theC 
family  of Shem.X 

lY.  Of  the  race  C 

of  the  He-}^^^^'  "''  ^^' "^  ^^^'  ^'^'  ^^'  ^^^^' 

brews.  (^ 

TOL.  II,  Y 
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V.  OfthesecdS^'''''  '""•/'    ^^"''-  ^^'  '^""-  ^^'  — 
;, ,      ,        N      Matt.  i.   1;  John  viii.  .50:  Acts  iii. 
ofAhmliam.  J 

yi.qf'theline^'^'''-  """''•    '^'  "'''•   '"'  "'^^-  '^ ' 

o/'  Isaac. 


VII.  Of  Jacob 
or  Israel. 


Kom.  Ix.  7  ;  Gal.  iv.  23— £8 ;  Heb. 
xi.  18. 
Gen.    xxviii.   4 — 14;    Exod.    iv.    22; 
I     Numb.    xxiv.  7 — 17  ;    Ps.  cxxv.   4. 
&,c.  Isa.  xli.  8;  xlix.  6;  Jer.  xiv.  8; 
'     ——Luke  i.  68;  il.  30;  Acts  xxviii. 
I      20. 
VIII.    Of  Me  r  Gen.   xlix.  10;   1  Chron.  v.  2;  Micah 

tribe  of  J u- <      v.  2  ; Matt.  ii.  G;  Heb.  vii.  14; 

dak.  (^     Rev.  v.  7. 

f2  Sam.  vii.  12 — 15;  1  Chron.  xvii.  11 
— 14;  Ps.  Ixxxix.  4 — 36;  cxxxii.  10 
— 17;  2  Chron.  vi.  42;  Isa.  ix.  4; 
xi.  1 ;  Iv.  3,  4 ;  Jer.  xxiii.  5,  6 ; 
Amos  ix.  14; Matt.  i.  1;  Luke 


IX.     Of    the 
house  ofDa-^ 
vid. 


L 


J.  6<);  ii.  4;  John  vii.  42;  Acts  ii. 
30;  xiii.  23;  Rom.  i.  3  ;  2  Tim.  ii. 
8  ;  Rev.  xxii.  l6. 


X.     Born    at  ^  Micah  v.  2  ; Matt.  ii.  6  ;  Luke  ii, 

Bethlehem.  \      14;  John  vii.  42. 

Gen.   iii.   15;    Ps.   xxii.    1 — 18;    xxxi. 

13;  Ixxxix.  38—45;  Isa.  liii.  1  —  12; 

Dan.  ix.  26;    Zech.  xiii.  Q,  7; 

Matt.  xxvi.  31 ;  Luke  xxiv.  26;  John 

i.  29 ;  Acts  viii,  32—35  ;  xxvi.  23  ; 

Wisd.  ii.  12—20. 
Numb.  xxi.  9;  Ps.  xvi.   10;  xxii.   l6 ; 

xxxi.  23;    xlix.    15.;    Isa.   liii.  8,  9; 

Dan.  ix.  26; John  iii.   14;    viii. 


XI.    His  pas 

sion,  or  suf 
ferin^Ts, 


XII.  His  death 
on  the  cross. 


28,32;  xii.  32,  53;  Matt.  xx.  19; 
xxvi.  2;  1  Cor.  xv.  3;  Col.  ii.  15  ; 
Phil.  ii.  8. 
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Xlll.  IlisEn.  (Isa.  liii.  9; Matt.  xxvi.  12;   iMark 

tombment and ^     xiv.  8;  John  xii.  7  ;  xix.  40  ;  1  Cor. 

embalmment.  (^     xv.  4. 

vrxT    TT-   r,    /'Ps.  xvi.  10;  xvii.   15;  xlix.  15;  Ixxiii. 
aI\  .  rhs  He- \  ,      ,    .  ,t  -.^ 

y     24;  Jonah  i.  i?; Matt.  xn.  40; 

surrectio?i,    <      ^^j  ^  .  ^^^jj   ^^  .  j^j^^  -j^  ^g  .  ^^^^^ 

^/ie  5d  day.  (     jj   g?,  31 ;  xiii.  35  ;  1  Cor.  xv.  4. 

^,,      ,..  /^Ps.  viii.  5,  6;  xlvii.  5;  Ixviii.   18;  ex. 

A  V .    His  as-  i 


cension  into 
Heaven. 

XVI.  ifw  5e 

cond  appear- 
ance  at   the 
Reg^enera- 
tion. 

XVII.  Z^«/rts!t 
appearance 
at  the  end  of 
the  zcorld. 


■Acts  i.   1 1 ;  ii.  33;  John  xx. 
1 7  ;  Ephes.  iv.  8 — 10 ;  Heb.  i,  3  ;  ii. 
6;  Rev.  xii.  5. 
Isa.  xl.   10;  Ixii.   11  ;  Jer.  xxiii.  5,  6; 
Hos.  iii.  5  ;  Micah  v.  3  ;  Haggai  ii.  7 ; 

Dan.  vii.  13,  14; Matt.  xxiv.  3— 

30  ;  xxvi.  64  ;  John  v.  25  ;  Heb.  ix. 
25,  28  ;  Rev.  xx.  4;  xxii.  20. 
P8.  1.  1—6;   Job  xix.  25—29;   Eecl. 

xxxvii. 

John 

xxiv.  25; 


1 

/-'rs.  !.  1 — o;   JoD  XIX.  •ii> — ^y; 
\     xii.  14  :  Dan.  xii.  2,  3  ;  Ezek.  > 
<       1—10; Matt.  XXV.  31—46; 


V.  28—30;  Acts  xvii.  31 
Rev.  XX.  1 1—15. 


I.  The  Son 
OF  God. 


II.  The 

OF  Man 


II.   SERIES. 

"2  Sam.  vii.  14;   1  Chron.  xvii.   13;  Ps. 
ii.  7 ;  Ixxii.  1  ;  Prov.  xxx.  40 ;  Dan. 

iii.  25 . Mark  i.  1  ;  Luke  i.  S5 ; 

<('  Matt.  iii.  17;  xvii.  5;  John  i.  34— 
50;  iii.  16—18;  xx.  31;  Heb.  i.  1 
— 5;  Rom.  i.  4;  1  John  iv.  14;  Rev. 
i.  5,  6. 

^Ps.  viii.  4,  5;  Dan.  vii.  13; John 

Son  )     i.  52;  iii.  13;  v.  27  ;  Matt.  xvi.  13; 
i     xxvi.  64;   Heb.  ii.  7;    Rev.  i.    13  j 


xiv.  14. 


y  2 


III.  The  Ho 
LY  One,  or 
THE  Saint 
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Deut.  x>:xiii.   8;   Vs.  xvi.    10;   Ixxxix 
19;   Tsa.  X.   17;    xxix.  23;  xlix.  7, 

Hot,,  xi.  9;  Hab.  i.  12;  iii.  3 ; 

Mark   i.  24;    L»ike  i.  35;    iv.   34; 
1  John  ii.  20. 


IV.  The^ 

Saint     of  VDan.  ix.  24. 
Saints.      j 

'Zech.  ix.  9 ;  Jer.  xxiii.  5  ;  Isa.  xli.  2  ; 
Ps.  xxxiv.   19.  21  ; Luke  i.   17; 


V.  The  Just 
One,  or  the* 
righteous. 


VI.  The  WIS 
domofGod 


VII.       The 

Oracle  of 
the  Lord, 
or  of  God. 


VIII.      The 

Redeemer,"! 
or  Saviour. 


IX.         The 

Lamb     of 

<J0D. 


Matt,  xxvii.  19.  24  ;  Luke  xxiii.  47  j 
Acts    iii.    14;     vii.    52;     xxii.    14; 

1  John  ii.  1,  29;  Jam.  v.  6 ;  Wisd. 

ii.  12—21. 

-CProv.   viii.   22—30; Matt.  xi.   19; 

.  I     Luke  xi.  49 ;   1  Cor.  i.  3. 
("Gen.   XV.    1 — 4;    1   Sam.   iii.    1 — 21- 

2  Sam.  vii.  4;  1  Kings  xvii.  9 — 18; 
Ps.  xxxiii.  6;  Isa.  xl.  8;  Micah  iv. 
2;  Jer.  xxv.  3  ;■  -  -  John  i.  1  — 14; 
iii.  34;  Luke  i.  2;  Heb.  xi.  3;  iv. 
12;  1  Pet.  i.  23;  2  Pet.  iii.  5; 
Rev.  xix.  13. 

"Job  xiic.  25 — 27;  Gen.  xlviij.  J6;  Fs. 

xix.  14;  Isa.  xli.   14;  xliv.  6;  xlvii. 

4  ;  lix.  20 ;  Ixii.   1 1  ;  Ixiii.  1  ;  Jer.  1. 

34  ; Matt.  i.  21  ;  John  i.  29 ;  iv. 

42  ;  Luke  ii.  11  ;  Acts  v.  31  ;  Rom, 

xi.  26 ;  Rev.  v.  9. 
•Gen.  xxii.  8;  Isa.  liii.  7; John  i. 

29  ;  Acts  viii.  32 — 55  ;   1  Pet.  i.  19; 

Rtv.  xiii.  8;   xv.  3;    xxi.  22;    xxij. 

21. 


X.  The  Me- 
diator 
tercessor 
or       Advo 

CATE. 
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Me-/- 

;,  In-V Job  xxxiii.  23  ;  Isa.  liil.   12  ;   lix.  16  ; 

!SOR,<       Luke  xxiii.  34;    1  Tim.  ii.  5; 

J      Heb.  ix.  15  ;   1  John  ii,  1  ;  Rev.  v.  Q. 


XI.    SHiLonrGen.  xlix.  10;  Exod.  iv.  13; Matt. 

the  Sent,)     ^^   34.   L^i^g  j^.  jg;  John  ix.  7; 

""'  '^"^j      xvii.S;  XX.21;  Heb.iii.  1. 

Apostle.    (_ 


XII.    The 
High 
Priest 


)  Ps.  ex.  4  ;  Isa.  Ii 

^      iv.  14;  V.  10; 


lix.  16  ;- 
ix.  II, 


■Heb.  iii.  1 ; 


XIII.     The 

Prophet 

like 

Moses. 


i  Deut.  xviii.  15 — 19; Luke  xxiv.  19; 

)     Mark  vi.   15;    John  i.   17—21;    vi. 
f      14  ;  Acts  iii.  23. 


XIV.      The  C 
LeIder,  or)  J°'^-  ^-  14 ;  1  Chron.  v.  2  ;  Isa.  Iv.  4 ; 

Chief  j     Micah.  v.  2  ;  Dan.  ix.  25  ; Matt. 

Captain,    t     "•  ^  '  ^eb.  ii.  10. 


XV.       The  I 
Messiah, 
Christ,  or< 
King      of 
Israel. 


XVL      The' 
God  of  Is-. 

RAEL. 


I  Sam.  ii.  10;  2  Sam.  vii.  12;  1  Cbron, 
xvii.  11  ;  Psi  ii.  2;  xlv.  i.  6;  Ixxii. 
1  ;  Ixxxix.  38  ;  Isa.  Ixi.  1  ;  Dan.  ix. 

26; Matt.    ii.    2—4;    xvi.     16; 

Luke  xxiii.  2;  John  i.  41 — 50;  vi. 
69  ;  Acts  iv.  26,  27  ;  x.  38. 

Exod.  xxiv.  10,  11;  Josh.  vii.  IQ  f 
.  Judg.  xi.  -as  ;  1  Sam.  v.  11:  1  Chron. 
'     xvii.  24;    Ps.  xli.    13;    Isa.   xlv.  3; 

I     Ezek.  viii.  4 ; Matt.  xv.  S 1 ;  xxiii. 

^     37  ;  John  x\.  28. 
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XVII.    TjiEf    ^, 

Lord  i"  ^"*  ^^  '  ^  Chron.  xvn.  24  ;  Ps. 

THR  Lord  J     ■'^''''^'  ^^'  ^^^-  ^'-  '""^  '  ^^^-  '*  ^^^ 
OF  Hosts.  (.    ^^^'"-  ^-  ^^»  P'"'-  "•  9—11- 

XVIILKiNcrPs-  Ixxxix.  27;  ex.   I;    Dan.  vii.    13, 

OF   KixNGS,  1      14; Matt,   xxviii.   18;    Jolm  iii. 

and     Lord  j     35;  xiii.  3  ;   1  Cor.  xv.  25;  Eph.  i. 
OF  Lords.  ^     20—22;  Col.  iii.  1 ;  Rev.  xix.  l6. 

Of  these  two  series,  the  first  describes  Christ 
in  his  human  nature^  as  the  proper  Seed  of  the 
Woman,  foretold  in  the  grand  Charter  of  our 
Redemption,  Gen.  iii.  15;  His  pedigree,  from. 
Abraham  to  David;  His  sufferings,  and  His 
glory.  The  second  series  describes  His  character 
and  offices. 

This  subhme,  magnificent,  and  stupendous 
chain  of  prophecies  reaching  from  Genesis  to 
Revelation ;  revealed  in  divers  degrees  of  clear- 
ness,  and  sundry  ways  or  modes,  to  mankind, 
(Heb.  i.  1.)  were  all  together  fulfilled,  through 
every  link  of  the  chain,  in  Jesus  of  Nazareth  ; 
and  all  together,  in  no  other  person  that  ever 
appeared  upon  earth :  demonstrating,  by  a  cloud 
of  zvitnesses,  that  it  was  "  He  of  whom  Moses  and 
the  prophets  did  write ;"  and  that  we  Christians, 
"  have  not  followed  cunningly  devised  fables^"' 
but  rely  on  "  many  i)2 fallible  proofs,''  in  holding 
Jesus  Christ  for  our  Lord  and  our  God. 


ADDITIONS  AND  CORRECTIONS 


ADDITION  to  the  note,  p.  133. 

"  At  Calcutta."  In  the  text  however,  the  Bishop  is  not 
ranked  among  the  impug7iers  of  the  disputed  clause;  be- 
cause he  has  powerfully  supported  the  seventh  verse,  from 
the  critical  evidence  of  the  eighth,  Gr.  Art.  p.  634 — 637. 
And  at  the  end  of  his  elaborate  note,  he  speaks  thus  doubl- 
fully  of  the  controversy  :  "  On  the  whole,  1  am  led  to 
suspect,  that  though  so  much  labour  and  critical  acuteness 
have  been  bestowed  upon  these  celebrated  verses,  more  is 
yet  to  be  do7w  before  the  mystery  in  which  they  are  involved, 
can  be  luholly  developed."     P.  653. 

P.  167.  note,  1.  8.  addition. 

*' Diligoitice  csmidiis  ;"  which  he  published  in  1572,  at 
the  early  age  of  44'  years, — for  he  was  born  in  1528,  and 
died  in  1598. — See  the  last  note,  &c. 

P.  172. 1.  6.  "  John  Wicliffe  §.'*     Additional  note. 

§  The  illustrious  John  JVicliffe,  the  harbinger  of  the  Refor- 
mation in  England,  was  born  in  Yorkshire,  A.D.  1234. 
He  was  a  learned  Doctor,  and  Professor  of  divinity  in  the 
University  of  Oxford.  In  the  year  1360,  animated  by  the 
example  of  RicJmrd  Fitz  Ralph,  Archbishop  of  Armagh  in 
Ireland,  he  boldly  defended  the  statutes  and  privileges  of  the 
University,  against  the  mendicant  Friars,  who  claimed  an 
exemption  therefrom,  aliedging  that  they  were  Under  the 
immediate  jurisdiction  of  the  Pope.  And  in  his  Treatise  on 
ahle  beggary,  he  exposed  their  scandalous  irregularities ; 
«nd  at  length  he  attacked  the  pontifical  power  itself,  and  the 
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errors  and  the  corruptions  of  the  Church  of  Rome,  both  m 
his  sermons  and  in  his  writings.  He  exhorted  the  laity  to 
study  the  Scriptures ;  and  translated  the  Bible  into  English, 
in  order  to  render  the  perusal  of  it  more  universal. 

Wicliffb  maintained,  1.  That  the  Scripture  was  the  only 
rule  of  Faith  and  practice ;  2.  That  the  worst  Heresy  con- 
sisted in  a  bad  life  ;  3.  He  denied  the  doctrine  of  Transub- 
sinntiation,  or  the  r(fal  presence  ;  4.  He  maintained  that  the 
Pope  was  Jnti-Christ,  and  the  Church  of  Rome  the  Syna- 
gogue of  Satan  ;  5.  He  denied  the  Supremacy  of  the  See  or 
Church  of  Rome ;  6.  He  maintained  that  the  Church  was 
dependent  upon  the  State,  and  ought  to  be  reformed 
thereby  ;  7.  He  concluded  that  the  Clergy  ought  not  to 
possess  estates;  8.  He  denied  the  merit  of  Monastic  vows, 
and  condemned  the  celibacy  of  the  Clergy  ;  9.  He  main- 
tained that  the  begging  Friars  were  a  general  nuisance, 
and  ought  not  to  be  supported ;  10.  That  the  numerous 
Ceremonies  of  the  Church  were  prejudicial  to  true  piety, 
11.  He  condemned  the  Sanctuaries  for  Criminals,  to  skreeii 
them  from  the  civil  jurisdiction;  and  12.  The  scandalous 
traffic  of  Indulgences  for  Crimes. 

Such  were  the  leading  doctrines  of  Wicliffe,  which  drew 
down  on  him  a  train  of  persecutions  during  his  life,  from  the 
Pope  and  liis  adherents  in  England.  And  the  virulence  aiid 
uncharitableness  of  his  enemies  pursued  and  persecuted  him 
after  his  death  in  1384.  The  Council  of  Constance  in  A.D. 
HIS,  condemned  his  doctrines  as  false,  erroneous,  and 
heretical;  and  by  their  decree  A.D.  1428,  his  bones  were 
taken  out  of  his  grave,  44  years  after  his  interment,  burnt, 
and  the  ashes  cast  into  an  adjoining  brook,  called  Siviftj 
"  which,"  says  the  historian  Dainel,  "  carrying  them  into  the 
sen,  vjas  a  presage  of  the  spreading  of  his  doctrine  into  all  the 
xvorldr 

IViclijffe  appears  to  be  honoured  with  the  notice  of  pro- 
phecy, both  in  the  Old  and  New  Testament.  Tlie  prophet 
Daniel  records,  a  "  season  of  purification  in  the  Church, 
1290  days,  after  thfe  daily  sacfifc?  shall  be  taken  axuny  ani 
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the  abomination  of  desolation  set  up."  Dan  xii.  10,  11.  But 
"  the  dailj/  sacrifice  was  taken  axmy^"  and  "  the  abomination 
of  desolation ^^  or  the  Roman  idolatrous  ensigns,  "  set  up," 
at  the  destruction  of  the  temple  and  city  of  Jerusalem  by 
Titus^  A.D.  70;  from  which  time,  counting  forwards,  1290 
prophetic  days,  or  years,  we  get  A.D,  1360,  the  precise 
year,  as  we  see,  when  Wicliffe  first  began  to  preach  against 
the  errors  and  corruptions  of  the  Church  of  Rome. 

Again,  he  appears  to  be  recorded  in  the  Apocalypse^  as 
t^e  first  of  the  three  Angels  of  the  Reformation ;  who  is 
thus  described.  Rev.  xiv.  6,  7.  "  And  I  saw  another  Angel, 
(different  from  the  celestial  choir,  who  sung  "  the  neiv  song' 
of  the  Lamb.  Rev.  xiv.  3.)  flying  in  mid-heaven,  having  the 
everlasting  Gospel  to  preach  to  the  dwellers  upon  the  earth, 
even  every  nation,  and  tribe,  and  tongue,  and  people ;  say- 
ing with  a  loud  voice,  "  Fear  ye  God,  and  give  Him  glory^ 
for  the  hour  of  his  Judgment  is  come  ;  and  tuorship  Him  who 
made  the  heaven,  and  the  earth,  and  sea,  and  toater-springs.^' 

.Nothing  can  be  more  characteristic  of  Wicliffe,  who  by 
his  vernacular  translation  of  the  Bible,  A.D.  1380,  first 
made  as  it  were  a  republication  of  the  primitive  Gospel, 
which  heretofore  had  been  locked  up,  or  "  sealed,'''  fronj 
the  vulgar  of  every  nation,  by  the  spiritual  tyranny  of  the 
See  of  Rome;  wishing  to  rivet  her  chains  by  the  ignorance 
of  her  votaries.  He  also  warned  the  Western  world  against 
her  reigning  superstitions  and  idolatries,  "  worshipping  the 
Creation  more  than  the  Creator."  While,  by  a  usual  anti- 
cipation in  Scripture,  God's  impending  "  judgments'  are 
denounced  as  already  "  come.'* 

For  a  fuller  account  of  Wicliffe  and  tlie  succeeding 
Angels  of  the  Reformation,  Huss  and  Luther  ;  See  Hales's 
New  Analysis  of  Chronology,  Vol.  II.  pp.  568 — 573,  or 
Synopsis  of  the  Signs  of  the  Times,  1817.  pp.  10 — 12. 
P.  180.  1,  5.  for  *'  clause,"  read  seventh  verse. 
P.  180.  I.  10.  Additional  text  after  "  Vulgate  Version." 
While  on  the  other  hand,  they  all  retain  the  secpnd  clausule 
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of  the  eighth  verse ;  compensating  for  the  omission  of  it  in 
the  Latin  Vulgate." 

P.  184-.  1.  22.  Additional  text,  after  "  prior  to  the 
Vulgate." 

3.  Oi-igen,  A.D.  230.  This  early,  and  most  learned  of 
the  Greek  Fathers,  gives  the  following  mystical  interpreta- 
tion, of  that  passage  in  the  accoLint  of  our  Lord's  trans- 
figuration, in  which,  after  the  disappearance  of  Moses  and 
Elias,  "  the  disciples  saw  no  one  save  Jesus  onlyy  Matt, 
xvii.  8. 

'  Ev'  ^jLQtoj   yiyon  Mttjyjjj    (o   vo//.o?)   Kaj    Hhiotq    yh   Tr^ofjjTfia) 

(AijJiBvr.KXJ'iyf  a.'Xha,  ytyOiOLd  ot  T^st;  u^  to  sf. 

'•  Moses  emblematical  of  Ihe  Law,  and  Elias  of  the  Pro- 
phets,  were  made  *  one*  only,  with  Jesus  in  the  Gospel ;  for 
they  no  longer  remained  '  thres  as  they  were  before ;  but 
they  were  made  *  tlic  three  in  the  one*  " 

This  is  evidently  an  ingenious  and  apposite  allusion,  \.o 
1  John  V.  7,  8.  though  it  uiifortunately  escaped  the  noticfr 
o(  Griesbach,  who  quoted  it  Symbol.  Crit.  Vol.  IL  p.  61L 
It  is  adduced  by  Bishop  Middleton,  as  a  remarkable  proof  of 
the  reference  of  the  Articles,  in  the  latter  ol  t^ikj  and  to  Ir, 
to  the  former  t^ek,  and  h.  p.  647. — Origen  however,  under- 
stood both,  iv,  and  ek  to  iv,  as  expressive  only  of  consent, 
or  agreement,  not  o'i  consub&tantiuUtTj.  And  that  he  actually 
meant  to  allude  to  1  John  v.  7,  8.  may  further  appear  from 

his  Scholion  on  Ps.  CXXxiii.  2.      Ta  h  T^t«,    fcy^i©-  o  0eo?  i/xa;» 

£»c-»-  oI  yap  Tgn?  ro  £»  E(cr»v. — "  But  these  three,  (the  spirit,  the 
soul,  and  the  hodij)  are  Me  Lorr/  o«r  God  :  for  *  Me  three  are 
the  one.'  "  Here,  the  sudden  change  of  gender  from  the 
neuter  rot  T^»a,  to  the  masculine  ol  t^ek,  and  the  particle  yccf, 
"  demonstrate  that  the  latter  clausule,  was  borrowed  from 
1  John  V.  8.  by  way  of  proof,"  as  acutely  remarked  by 
Bishop  Middleton,  p.  616,  while  it  shews,  that  Origen  judi- 
ciously rejected  the  mystical  sense  of  the  eighth  verse ;  con- 
sidering *'  the  spirit,  aoul,  and  hody^'  as  analogous  to  "  the' 
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spirit,  ivater,  and  blood;"  or  explanatory  thereof;  and  as 
belonging  to  "  the  Lord  our  God,"  Jesus  Christ. 

4.  Athanasius,  A.D.  326,  &c. 

^  End  of  the  XII.  Letter,  p.  226,  1.  5.    Additional  text. 

And  the  learned  Bengelius  in  still  stronger  and  more 
decisive  terms,  states  the  inseparable  connexion  of  the 
seventh  verse  with  the  rest, — adamantina  cohccrentia. — • 
"  What  therefore  Sacred  Criticisni  hath  joined  together,  let 
not  Heresy  and  Schism  put  asunder." 

P.  246.  I.  7,  8.  note,  dele  (an  etymology  not  noticed  by 
any  Lexicographer)  and  read,  (See  Parkhiirst.) 

P.  268.  1.  23.  «  Christian  Researches,"  &c.  [Add]  — 
And  Niebuhr's  Voyage  en  Arabic.  Tom.  ii.  pp.  25 — 30. 
Wherein  is  given  a  circumstantial  account  of  the  magnificent 
temple  of  Elephanta,  and  views  of  its  ground  plan,  statues 
and  figures,  in  eight  copper  plates. 

The  principal  figure  of  the  Triune  deity,  is  a  bust  with 
three  faces,  13  feet  high.  PI.  V.  Of  these  faces,  the  front 
and  left,  have  a  serious  or  gloomy  aspect,  but  the  second 
face,  on  the  right  side,  is  remarkable  for  a  mustachio  on 
the  upper  lip,  and  appears  to  be  smiling  as  in  triumph,  at  a 
serpent  (a  cobra  capella)  which  it  holds  up  to  view  in  its 
hand  ;  while  the  figure  of  a  death's  head  is  carved  upon  the 
front  of  its  bonnet. — May  not  this  convey  a  covert  allusion 
to  our  Redeemer,  conquering  the  old  Serpent,  who  brought 
death  into  the  world,  by  his  oxvn  death  ? 

The  Hindus  hold  one  God,  &c. 

(Tj-  Insert  the  following  paragraph  after  p.  293,  1.  4.  a 
fine. 

4.  We  may  further  remark,  (as  shewn  before,  p.  iI9, 
&c.)  that  the  article,  (o,  v,  to)  though  used  absolutely,  is 
frequently  to  be  understood  relatively,  or  in  regimen, 
governing  a  genitive  case  of  some  pronoun  understood, 
when  so  required  by  the  sense.  Thus,  *'  We  have  seen  his 
star  at  [its]  rising"  {tn  rri  /xvartXri')  avm  being  understood, 
after  ctixroM, — "  at  the  rising  Zqfity,  Matt.  ii.  2.  and  thus, 
T*)  v>-tyja.  (ittx^oj  r.r.     He   WHS  little  "  in  [^/s]  stature,"  Luke 
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xix.  3. —Not  "  in  stature,"  generally,  but  in  that  stature 
that  belonged  to  him  ;  avm  being  understood.  The  sanae 
usage  prevails  in  the  best  elassic  authors  :  u  fjna^t,  ti^ttIe*?  toy 
TraTEfos;  O  wretch,  dost  thou  beat  thj^  father  ! — «7-a,  being' 
(tnderstood.  Aristoph.  Neph.  Act  v.  Scene  I. — Tiffaot-^t^yrn 
huZx>.>,ei  Tcy  Kv^oy  w^o?  to»  ad'tA^of.  Tissaphemes  accuses 
Ct/rus  to  his  brother,"  \_Artaxerxes],  Xenoph  A  nab.  Lib.  i. 
p.  3. — uvTH  being  understood, — -rot  ^■ny\f.0Li:ot,  /.en  rcc  aTntiriAUTa, 
irocy  T«  xcixov  to  £7w//a  Aao)7,  totj  xiiEirai,  "  When  the  body 
receives  any  injury,  then  its  fractures,  and  its  strains  are 
affected,"  Demosthenes  De  Corona,  §  58.  And  so,  in  the 
present  instance,  1  John  v.  20.  'ut^  tr*v  S  aA/;Si»£^  ©coj,  ««• 
f.  ^un  iiitvi-D^  signifies,  "  This,  is  our  true  God,  and  our 
eternal  life" — not  "  the  true  God  and  the  eternal  life," 
absolutely,  the  pronoun  r,ij.ojv  being  understood  ;  as  appears 
not  only  from  the  context,  but  from  the  whole  tenor  of 
Scripture :  Its  true  meaning,  indeed,  is  admirably  expressed, 
Ps.  xlviii.  14'.  more  correctly  rendered,  "  For  this  God  is 
our  God  for  ever  and  ever ;  He  shall  guide  us  over*,  (or 
hcyor.d)  death,  [into  life  eternal]  not,  "  He  shall  be  our 
guide  unto  death  *,''  as  in  our  Prayer  Book  and  Bible  trans- 
lations. And  this  beautiful  imagery  is  adopted  by  our 
blessed  Lord,  "  Verily,  verily  I  say  unto  you,  He  that 
heareth  my  Avord,  and  believeth  on  Him  that  sent  me,  hath 
life  eternal,  and  shall  not  come  into  condemnation,  but 
Jtiith  passed  over  (p,£Taoio<7v.t»)  from  death  into  life."  Jobn 
V.  24'; — by  a  sublime  anticipation  of  the  event,  intimating 


*  Tiic  plirasc  "  unto  deaih,''  is  usiinll^  expressed  in  Hebrew,  bjniDbK, 
or  its  abridgment,  nnb,  or  n')'2h  ny.  See  Pror.  ii.  18.  Ps.  cjriii.  17. 
■2  Chron.  xxxii.  24.  &c.  but  here,  it  is  different,  niD  ^V,  wbich  ovAy 
occurs  twice  ;  in  this  passage,  and  in  the  title  of  Ps.  ix.  ''  To  the  victor 
( Davitl )  vjiim  the  decth  (ofGo/ia/i)  in  the  midst'*  [of  the  two  armies. 
1  Saru  xyii.  14.]  Here,  it  is  rendi-red  "  over  death"  by  the  Syriac  Ver- 
sion ;  and  the  preposition  by,  freqnontly  signifies  above,  over,  or  beyond* 
Ps.  xcv.  3;  Judg.  ix.  8;  LiTii.  xv.  2.5,  ice.  It,  indeed,  sometimes  sig- 
nifies unto,  as  Gen.  xxxviii.  10.  &c.  T3iit  it  is  clearly  distinguished  from 
Sn,  "  tf,''  Jeremiah  xliv.  'JO.  w  here  ii  signifies  **  agaimt." 
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iis  certainty  :  as  confirmed  by  his  fuller  declaration,  niore 
critically  rendered,  and  explained,  "  I  am  tlis  resurrection 
and  the  life  ;  he  that  belie veth  in  me,  though  he  die  [here], 
yet  shall  live  [hereafter]  :  And  whosoever  [then]  liveth  and 
believeth  in  me,  [at  the  resurrection]  shall  die  no  rnore,Jor 
ever  ♦."    John  xi.  25,  26. 

These  remarks  may  furnish  a  satisfactory  explanation  of 
a  clause  in  the  Second  Article  of  tiie  Church  of  England, 
representing  our  Saviour  as  "  the  very  and  eternal  God," 
not  absolutely,  confounding  him  with  the  Father,  but  rela- 
tively. For  this  phrase  is  evidently  derived  from  1  John  v. 
20  ;  because  "  the  very  (or  true)  God,"  who  is  the  imme- 
diate Author  of  eternal  lije  to  the  faithful,  must  necessarily 
be  "  eternal"  himself.  It  is  therefore,  to  be  understood  iu 
the  same  sense,  as  denoting  the  Son,  who  is  *'  our  very  and 
eternal  God,"  and  the  Article  adds,  "  of  one  substance  with 
the  Father,"  meaning,  of  the  sajiie  specijic  substance  or 
nature  with  the  Father,  as  shewn  in  the  foregoing  Letter, 

And  that  this  was  indeed  the  intention  of  the  framers  of 
our  Articles,  is  evident  from  the  sequel,  in  which  the  Son 
is  represented  as  "  very  God  ;"  and  in  the  V.  Article,  the 
Holy  Ghost  is  represented  as  "  very  and  eternal  God,"  like- 
wise, dropping  the  article,  the,  in  both  instances.  These 
Articles,  therefore,  the  I.  II.  and  V.  do  not  savour  of 
"  Sabellianism,"  as  ignorantly  misrepresented  by  Dr.  Car- 
pe7iter,  pp.  28.  60.  142. 

From  this  combination  of  evidence,  &c. 

P.  309.  1.  3.  "  Conversion  of  St.  Pnul"§.     First  note. 

§  When  our  blessed  Lord  appeared,  in  vision,  to  his  dis- 
ciple Ananias,  and  directed  him  to  seek  Said  of  Tarsus,  he 
said,  "  for,  lo,  he  prayeth,"  &c.  Act.  ix.  10  — 12.  the  ori- 
ginal, -^j-foffiv^eToct,  is  elliptical,   /xo»,    being    understood,  (as 


*  The  phrase  a  fan  avo^a-^ri,  en  tcv  oiwa,  is  used  clliplically,  for  « 
ix»xETt  awo^avi),  &c.  Ma!:,  xxi.  19;  or  a  /xi  Tiamo-n  rt7r«Savji,  &c.  Joha 
■vi.  Sb.  The  authorised  tfai.slation,  ,•'  iliall  ntvcr  die,"  seen)s  to  contradict 
"  though  ht  die." 
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in  the  fuller  expression,  tuQiu  'Trpoatv^ej^at,  1  Cor.  xi.  13.) 
and  should  be  rendered,  "  for  lo,  he  prayeth  to  [tne  for 
pardon  and  forgiveness  :]  and  hath  seen  in  a  vision  [which 
I  vouchsafed  to  himj  a  man  named  Ananias,  entering  [into 
his  chamber]  and  laying  his  hand  upon  him,  that  he  might 
recover  his  sight." — And  that  Saul,  (or  Paul)  then  actually 
prayed  to  Christ ;  we  may  further  infer,  from  the  exhorta- 
tion of  Ananias,  after  the  miraculous  restoration  of  his 
sight,  Acts  xxii.  16. — "  And  now,  why  delayest  thou  ?  arise, 
and  be  baptized,  and  wash  away  thy  sins,  calling  upon  the 
name  of  Tii^  Lono"  [Jesus,  in  prayer  and  thanksgiving]  as 
proved  from  Acts  ix.  14.  where  Ananias  objects  to  Chkisx 
himself:—'*  And  here  (at  Damascus)  he  (Saul J  hath  autho- 
rity from  the  chief  priests,  to  bind  all  that  call  uj)on  thy 
name." — This  last  passage  sarely,  is  decisive  to  prove  the 
religious  invocation  of  Christ,  by  his  followers. 

P.  309.  1.  5.  "  St.  Paul's  thorn  in  the  Flesh  +."  Second 
note. 

+  This  thorn  in  the  flesh,  which  goaded  St.  Paul,  during 
the  whole  course  of  his  ministry,  appears  to  have  been 
some  impediment,  or  hesitation  in  his  speech,  which  obstructed 
his  preaching;  like  Moses,  formerly.  For  he  prayed  for 
«'  utterance,"  twice,  Eph.  vi.  19  ;  Col.  iv.  3  ;  and  here,  "  he 
besought  THE  Lord  thrice,"  repeatedly  and  earnestly, 
"  that  it  might  be  removed :"  but  he  was  refused  ;  "  for 
THE  Lord  said  unto  me,  My  grace  is  sufficient  for  thee ; 
for  My  POWER  is  perfected  in  [thy']  inflrmity"  "  Most 
willingly  then,"  proceeds  the  Apostle.  "  will  1  rather  glory 
h\  riiy  infirmities,  thitt  the  power  oe  Christ  may  reside 
vpon  me,"  [n:i7y.r,vujr,  m'  lu.t) — like  the  divine  glory,  upon 
the  tabernacle,  in  the  wilderness. 

The  variable  rendering  of  this  very  important  passage, 
(2  Cor.  xii.  8,  9.)  in  the  Received  Translation,  where, 
^•.>«/xi;  is  ambiguousl}'  rendered  both  "  potver,"  and 
«*  strcn<rth  ;"  and  ao-Ss^-aa,  both  ivealcncss"  and  "  inflrmity,''* 
has  contributed  to  injure  its  evidence  of  prayer  directly 
nddrcssed  to  Christ  :  as  acknowledged  even  by  the  Soci- 
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iiian,  Slichtiiigius  : — nota  exemplutn  precum  ad  Christum 
directarum.  Here,  "  the  Lord,"  "  besought"  by  the 
Apostle,  and  who  *' anstoered"  him,  was  plainly  Christ: 
and  •'  MY  POWER,"  is  surely  "  the  power  of  Christ,"  as 
God,  *'  the  God  of  Glory."  Nothing  indeed  can  be 
clearer,  or  more  satisfactory  than  this  evidence. 

P.  309. 1.  22.  «  Acts  XV.  28  *."     Third  note. 

*  The  Apostolical  benediction,  &c. 


Addition  to  note,  vol.  ii.  p.  247 '*  Copious  citations  of 

authors." 

II.  The  personality  of  the  Holy  Spirit  may  further  be 
proved  from  the  Old  Testament,  explained  by  the  New. 

1.  Moses  represents  the  Israelites,  during  the  Theocracy ^ 
as  under  the  providential  guidance  and  protection  of  two 
guardian  angels.  The  first,  called,  by  way  of  eminence,  the 
Angel  of  the  Lord,  who  appeared  to  him  in  the  bush,  Exod. 
iii.  2 ;  and  who  led  his  people  out  of  Egypt,  through  the 
Red  Sea,  Exod.  xiv.  9.  and  promised  Moses,  that  his  pre- 
sence should  accompany  him,  until  his  death.  ♦'  My  pre- 
sence shall  be  with  thee,  and  /  will  give  thee  rest."  Exod. 
xxxiii.  This  Angel,  therefore,  is  styled  by  Isaiah,  "  the 
Angel  of  God's  presence,  who  saved  them,  and  bare,  and 
carried  them,  all  the  days  of  old,"  Isa.  Ixiii.  10.  and  is 
universally  allowed  to  be  Christ,  the  tutelar  "  God  of 
Israel."  Compare  Exod.  xix.  4,  5;  Deut.  xxxii.  9 — 12; 
to  all  which  our  Lord  alludes  in  his  mournful  apostrophe  to 
Jerusalem  :  "  Hovo  often  would  I  have  gathered  thy  children 
together,"  &c.  Matt,  xxiii.  37.  But  "  they  tempted  Christ," 
in  the  wilderness,  as  St  Paul  declares,  1  Cor.  x.  9. 

2.  Shortly  after  the  covenant  at  Sinai,  Christ  promised 
to  send  another  guardian  angel,  to  conduct  them  mto 
Palestine;  "  Behold,  I  send  an  a«^e/ before  thee,  to  keep 
thee  in  the  way,  and  to  bring  thee  into  the  place  which  I 
have  prepared.     Beware  of  him,  and  obey  his  voice ;  pro- 
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▼oke  him  not,  for  lie  will  not  pardon  your  transgressions  t 
Jbr  my  name  is  in  hitn."     Exod.  xxiii.  20,  21. 

This  other  angel  has  been  usually  confounded  with 
CuniST,  but  they  were  evidently  distinct;  for  Christ  calls 
him,  "  his  angel,"  whom  he  invested  with  "  his  name,"  or 
his  own  authority,  and  to  whom  he  required  joint  obedience  ; 
"  But  if  thou  shalt  indeed  obei/  his  voice,  and  do  all  that 
I  speak,  then  /  will  be  an  enemy  to  thy  enemies,  and  an 
adversary  to  thy  adversaries  :  for  jnine  angel  shall  go  before 
thee,  and  bring  thee  in,  unto  the  Amorites,  and  the  Hittites, 
and  the  Perizzites,  and  the  Canaanites,  and  the  Hivites, 
and  the  Jebiisites  ;  and  /  will  cut  them  off."  Exod.  xxiii. 
22,  23. 

Who  then  was  this  coadjutor  of  Christ  ?  Surely  no 
inferior,  or  created  angel :  he  could  only  be  the  Holy 
Spirit. 

This  promise,  Christ  was  pleased  to  renew,  after  the 
transgression  of  the  golden  calf,  which  he  pardoned  on  the 
intercession  of  Moses  :  adding,  as  a  further  motive  for  not 
conducting  them  himself,  into  Palestine,  after  the  death  of 
Moses ; — '  For  /  toill  not  go  up  in  the  midst  of  thee,  be- 
cause thou  art  a  stiff-necked  people ;  lest  /  consume  thee  in 
tke-waz/."     Exod.  xxxii.  30 — 34;  xxxiii.  1 — 4. 

And  the  prophet  Isaiah,  in  continuation,  thus  alludes  to 
both: — "  But  they  (the  Israelites)  rebelled,  and  grieved  His 
Holy  Spirit,  so  that  He  became  their  enemy,  and  fought 
against  them."  Isa.  Ixiii.  10.  We  learn  whom  the  latter 
meant,  from  the  comment  of  Stephen,  the  first  martyr,  thus 
upbraiding  his  persecutors  ;  "  Ye  stiff-necked  and  uncircum- 
cised  in  heart  and  ears,  ye  do  always  resist  the  Holy  Ghost  : 
ye,  as  well  as  your  fathers."  Acts  vii.  53.  And  alluding 
thereto,  St.  Paul  warns  the  Christian  world ;  "  Grieve  not 
THE  Holy  Spirit  of  God."     Eph.  iv.  30. 

3.  But  the  clearest  enunciation  of  these  two  guardian 
angels,  invested  with  dixnne  powers,  is  furnished  by  the 
highly-favoured  prophet,  Daniel,  under  the  names  of  Mi- 
thad  and  Cabriei;  the  former  signifying,  "  Who  is  like 
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God  ?"  and  the  latter,   "  the  might  of-  God,"  or  His  active 
power,  or  energy. 

They  are  first  noticed  in  Nebuchadnezzar'' s  second  dream, 
under  the  denomination  of  the  Holy  Watchers,  by  whose 
decrees,  the  Most  High  ruleth  in  the  kingdoms  of  men^ 
Dan.  iv.  13,  17,  23,  24. 

They  next  occur  under  the  denomination  of  Saints,  in  the 
grand  prophecy  of  the  2300  days,  deHvered  by  a  "  certain 
Saint,"  on  the  enquiry  of  *'  another  Saint."  Dan.  viii.  13, 
14.  That  "  certain,"  or  "  excellent  Saint,  who  spake,"  and 
told  the  prophecy,  appears  to  have  been  "  the  Saint  of 
Saints,"  or  "  Messiah  the  Prince,"  Dan.  ix.  23 — 25  ;  or 
"  Michael,  the  great  prince,  who  was  to  stand  up  for  the 
children  of  Israel,"  Dan.  xii.  1.  who  is  also  recognized  in 
the  New  Testament,  as  "  Michael,  the  archangel,  that  con- 
tended with  the  Devil  about  the  body  of  Moses,"  Jude  9. 
and  also,  "  Michael  and  his  angels,  who,  in  the  symbolical 
ixiar  in  heaven,  conquered  and  expelled  the  Dragon  and  his 
angels."  Rev.  xii.  7 — 9.  But  Michael  is  universally  allowed 
to  be  Christ  :  and  "  ijoho,  indeed,  is  so  like  God,"  as  his 
beloved  Son  ;  who  is  "  the  image,  or  visible  representative 
of  the  invisible  God,"  Col.  i.  15.  and  "  is  God,"  John  i.  1. 
"  God  over  all,  blessed  Jbr  evermore."     Rom.  ix.  5. 

The  other,  enquiring  angel,  who  shortly  after,  appeared  in 
human  form,  to  the  prophet,  when  they  both  had  been  invi- 
sible before,  was  called  "  Gabriel,"  by  the  former ;  and  was 
directed,  "  in  a  mans  voice  to  make  Daniel  understand  the 
vision."  Dan.  viii,  15,  16.  And  that  he  then  appeared  in 
glory,  we  may  collect,  from  the  terror  he  inspired :  "  for, 
when  he  came  near  where  I  stood,"  (says  Daniel,)  "  I  was 
afraid,  and  fell  upon  my  face,  toward  the  ground,  in  a  deep 
sleep  (or  swoon,)  but  he  touched  me,  and  set  me  upright." 
viii.  17,  18. 

Afterwards,  in  a  subsequent  vision,  they  both  appeared  in 
glory  to  the  prophet.  The  former  is  represented  as  clothed 
in  linen,  (as  the  spiritual  high  priest,)  his  loins  were  girded 
with  a  golden  girdle ;  his  body  like  beryl^  his  face  as  the 
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appearance  of  lightning;  his  eyes  as  lamps  of  fire;  his 
arms  and  his  legs  like  polished  brass,  and  his  voice  as  the 
voice  of  a  multitude."  And  the  effect  of  this  stupendous 
apjxirition,  was  similar  to  the  foregoing  :  "  Daniel  fell  into 
a  fieep  sleep,  with  his  face  toward  the  ground,  when  a  hand 
touched  him,  and  set  him  upon  his  knees  and  the  palms  of 
his  hands,"  <S.c.     Dan.  x.  1—10. 

The  similar  appearance  of  Christ  in  glory  to  John  the 
beloved  disciple,  who  ^'  Jell  at  his  Jeet  as  dead"  Rev.  i. 
9 — 18.  has  justly  led  the  generality  of  commentators  to 
conclude,  that  this  spiritual  high  priest  was  Michael,  or 
Christ. 

But  the  hand  which  touched  Daniel,  in  this  great  vision, 
as  remarked  by  Grotius,  Lotvth,  Wintle,  &c.  seems  rather  to 
have  been  the  hand  of  Gabriel,  who  touched  him  likewise  in 
the  foregoing  visions,  viii.  18;  ix.  21.  to  give  him  strength  ; 
and  now  addressed  him,  in  the  same  comforting  or  encou- 
raging terras  as  before ;  compare  x.  11,  12.  with  ix.  22,  23 ; 
and  then,  fully  assuming  a  human  form,  in  glory,  touched 
his  lips,  to  give  him  utterance,  when  overpowered  by  the- 
vision  ;  and  again  touched,  and  strengthened  him.  x.  15 — 19. 
And  in  his  discourse,  clearly  distinguished  himself  from 
"  Michael,  one  of  the  chief  princes,"  and  *'  the  prince  of 
the  Jeivs,"  whom  he  represented  as  his  coadjutor  against 
the  prince  of  Persia,  x.  13,  20.  And  ivho  was  this  Gabriel, 
representing  himself  as  on  a  par  with  Michael,  and  revealing 
to  the  prophet,  **  what  should  befal  his  people  in  the  latter 
days,"  and  "  shelving  him  wl>at  was  noted  in  the  Scripture  of 
truth,"  X.  14,  24'.  but  "  the  Spirit  nf  truth;"  who  afterwards 
"  shelved  the  disciples  of  Christ  things  to  coyne ;"  that 
*'  other  Advocate,"  the  Holy  Ghost,  associated  along  with 
our  prime  *'  Advocate  with  the  Father,"  Jesus  Christ  : 
under  whose  joint  regency  and  protection,  the  Church  of 
God  is  placed,  from  the  beginning  to  the  end  of  the  world. 
Dan.  xii.  5—13  ;  Rev.  xli.  1 — 6 ;  Act.  vii.  38  ;  Matt,  xxviii. 
20;  John  xiv.  16—18,  26.  xv.  13,  14-. 

Accordingly,  we  find  Gabriel  actively  employed  In  pro- 
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tfloting  the  Gospel  dispensation  from  its  very  commencement. 
He  was  that  mighty  **  Angel  of  the  Lord,"  who  announced 
to  Zachariasy  the  birth  of  Christ's  harbinger,  the  Baptist  ; 
saying,  *'  I  am  Gabriel,  who  stand  in  the  presence  of  God." 
Luke  i.  19.  Who  further  announced  to  the  Virgin  Mcry 
her  miraculous  conception,  Luke  i.  26 ;  and,  as  the  Holi/ 
Ghost,  revealed  to  Simeon,  that  before  his  death,  he  should 
see  the  Lord*s  Christ.  Luke  ii.  26. 

From  analogy,  therefore,  we  are  v/arranted  to  infer,  that 
Gabriel,  was  also,  the  same  "  Angel  of  the  Lord,"  who  ap- 
peared in  vision  to  Joseph,  the  espoused  husband  of  Mary, 
and  announced  the  miracidous  conception.  Matt.  i.  20 ;  and 
again  the  Nativity  to  the  Shepherds,  Luke  ii.  9 ;  who,  in  a 
dream,  oracularly  tvarned  (;)(;^r,fAaTio-SE*T£?)  the  pious  Parthian 
Magi,  not  to  return  from  Bethlehem  to  Herod,  Matt.  ii.  12. 
and  directed  Joseph  to  fly  with  the  Holy  Family  into  Egypt ; 
and  recalled  them  from  thence  after  Herod's  death ;  and 
appointed  their  residence  in  Galilee  at  Nazareth,  Matt, 
ii.  19 — 23  ;  the  same  mighty  ♦'  Ayigel  of  the  Lord,"  that 
appeared  to  Christ  in  his  agony,  and  strengthened  him, 
Luke  xxii.  43 ;  and  to  the  Roman  guard  at  the  sepulchre, 
in  terrible  majesty  ;  so  that  "  they  quaked,  and  became  as 
dead,"  Matt,  xxviii.  2 — 4 ;  and  that  addressed  the  disciples, 
after  our  Lord's  Ascension  into  heaven.  Acts  i.  10;  that 
founded  the  Church  of  Christ,  on  the  day  of  Pentecost, 
Acts  ii.  1 — 41  ;  struck  Ananias  and  Sapphira  dead,  for 
lying  to  the  Holy  Ghost;  Acts  v.  3 — 11;  and  appointed 
Peter  for  the  conversion  of  Cornelius ;  Acts  x.  1  — 20 ;  and 
Paul  and  Barnabas  for  the  conversion  of  the  remoter  Gen- 
tiles, Acts  xiii.  1 — 3,  &c. 

The  identity  of  Gabriel  and  the  Holy  Ghost,  indeed,  is  no 
novel  hypothesis.  It  was  formerly  suggested  by  the  learned 
Cocceius  *  ;  and  has  been  recently  revived,  and  ably  sup- 
ported by  Heber,  in  his  instructive  Bamplon  Lectures,  1816 ; 
who,  in  his  fourth  Lecture,  and  learned  notes,  has  stated  it, 

*  See  Witili  Miscellanea  Sacra,  vol.  i.  p.  37. 
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and  shewn,  that  it  was  the  prevailing  opinion,  not  only  of 
the  Jetvisk  rabbins,  but  also  of  the  early  heretics,  Simen 
Magus  *,  Manes,  Mahomet^  &c. 

From  this  fuller  induction  of  Scriptural  evidence,  it  may 
now,  I  humbly  conceive,  rank  as  a  well-founded  and  highly 
probable  theory ;  subversive  of  the  SabelUan  heresy,  both 
ancient  and  modern  ;  and  rationally  supporting  the  m7/ste- 
noM5  doctrine  of  the  Trinity  in  Unity. — May  it  contribute, 
with  the  Divine  blessing,  to  promote  these  salutary  ends  I 
And  may  the  glorioxts  majesty  of  the  Loud  our  God  be 
upon  the  ministers  and  stewards  of  the  divine  mysteries^  and 
prosper  their  handy-txiorh,  both  now,  and  for  evermore. 
Amen. 

P.  253.  ].  18.     "  Trinity  in  Unity  (J." 

^  This  also  was  the  doctrine  of  the  Primitive  Church  ;  as 
appears  from  the  testimonies  of  the  Apostolical  Fathers,  Cle- 
mens Romanus,  Ignatius,  and  Polycarp  ;  and  their  successors, 
IrencBuSf  Dionysius  Romanics,  Dionysius  Alexandrinns  ;  and 
also  from  the  ancient  Hymns  and  Doxologies  used  in  the 
Church  from  the  earliest  times. 

1.  Clemens  Romanus,  in  the  Syriac  version  of  his  first 
Epistle  to  the  Corinthians,  published  by  Wetstein,  at  its  close, 
exhorts  "  the  labourers  in  the  ministry,  that  resemble  the 
Apostles,  to  imitate  the  Father,  Son,  and  Holy  Ghost, 
who  are  solicitous  for  the  salvation  of  mankind."  And 
Basil,  in  his  treatise,  aspi  nvivij.oi.Toi;  'Aym,  c.  29-  furnishes 
this  citation  from  him :  Zy  o  0fo?  xa*  o  Kf()«o?  l>)cr»;  X^tro:;,  xa» 

TO  npEf/i-ia   Ayioi'. 

"  The  God,  and  the  Lord  Jesus  Christ,  and  the 
Holy  Si'IRit  liveth." 

In  these  passages,  Clemens  critically  distinguishes  the 
three  pei-sons  cf  the  Godhead,  by  the  plural  verb,  "  are  ;"• 

•  Simcn  Magtis  boasted  that  he  was  "  some  great  one,"  or  the  Holy 
Ghost,  according  to  Jerom ;  and  the  Samaritans  called  him,  "  tlie  great 
power  ofGod,^*  which  is  the  translaiicm  of  Gabriel,    Acts  viii.  9,  10. 
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and  their  specific  unity  or  sameness  of  nature,  by  the  sin- 
gular verb  "  liveth." 

2.  Ignatius,  in  his  Epistle  to  the  Magnesians,  Coteler. 
vol.  ii.  p.  21,  thus  exhorts  that  Church : 

*'  Study  therefore  to  be  confirmed  in  the  doctrines  of 
OUR  Lord  and  his  Apostles,  that  in  all  things  whatsoever  ye 
do,  3'e  may  be  rightly  directed,  in  Jlesh  and  sinrit,  in  faith 
and  charity,  in  THii  Son,  and  the  Father,  and  in  thb 
[Holy]  Spirit,  (s*  'y»w  x.at  n«T^j  x«t  ev  nvEv^an.)  Here, 
the  venerable  Martyr  plainly  alludes  to  the  foregoing  texts, 
No.  11,  12, 13,  14;  and  exhorts  "  to  live  soberly,  righteously, 
sxidi  godly,  in  this  present  world."     Titus  ii.  12. 

3.  Polycarp  also,  at  his  martyrdom,  as  described  in  the 
circular  epistle  of  the  Church  of  Smyrna,  delivered  the  fol- 
lowing admirable  prayer  and  doxology.  Coteler.  vol.  ii.  p.  199. 

"  O  Lord  God  Almighty,  the  Father  of  thy  beloved  and 
blessed  Son  Jesus  Christ,  by  whom  we  received  the  intimate 
knowledge  (eTrtyewj-tv)  of  Thee,  the  God  of  angels,  and  of 
powers,  and  of  all  the  creation,  and  of  all  the  race  of  the 
just  who  live  before  Thee :  I  bless  Thee,  because  this  day 
and  hour.  Thou  hast  deemed  me  worthy  to  take  part  in  the 
number  of  thy  Martyrs,  in  the  cup  of  Jesus  Chuist,  unto 
the  resurrection  of  life  eternal,  both  soul  and  body,  by  the 
incorruption  of  the  Holy  Spirit.  This  day,  may  I  be 
received  among  them  before  Thee,  by  a  rich  and  acceptable 
sacrifice,  according  as  Thou  the  true  God,  who  cannot  lye, 
hast  prepared,  and  pre-ordained,  and  fulfilled.  Therefore, 
even  for  all  things,  I  praise  Thee,  I  bless  Thee,  1  glorify 
Thee,  with  the  eternal  and  celestial  Jesus  Christ,  thy  be- 
loved Son ;  xvith  whom,  to  Thee,  ayid  the  Holy  Ghost, 
be  the  glory,  both  novo  and  for  evermore.  Amen'''  (f^sS'  a,  So* 
xat   Yhtiv^xti   Aynj   h   ^o|«,   xas  \iv\i  -/.xt  £i?  t»;   /x£A^t)vr«5  oauvcK;, 

AfXTlV.) 

4.  The  ancient  Doxology,  used  by  Irenceus,  Clemens  Ro- 
manus,  Dionysius  Romanus,  Dionysius  Alexandrimis,  and  the 
presbyters  of  the  Church,  from  the  beginning,  is  thus  repre- 
sented by  Basil  also,  ibid. 
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^*  Now  to  THE  God  and  Father,  and  to  the  Son,  our 
Lord  Jesus  Christ,  mth  the  Holy  Ghost,  be  glory  end 
dominion  Jbr  evermore.     Amen," 

5.  And  further,  according  to  Basil,  at  the  twiXv^^a,  or 
"  lighting  ike  lamps/'  in  the  evening,  it  was  a  universal 
usage  in  the  fit'th  century,  among  the  people,  in  general,  to 
repeat  the  ancient  chant,  {ocf)(onocv  tiji-  <(>o)vr,v) 

AtvHfim  HuTSfoc  xa«  'Ytoe  x«»  'Ayiov  YlviVjj.x  ra  ©««. 

*'  We  praise  the  Father,  and  the  Son,  and  the  Holy 
Spirit  of  God.'* 

These  instances,  surely  are  decisive  to  prove  the  preva- 
lence of  the  primitive  doctrine,  and  invocation  of  the  Holy 
Trinity,  among  all  ranks  of  Christians^  for  the  first  five 
centuries. 
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OLD   TESTAMENT. 

GENESIS. 

i.  1 i.  207. 

i.2 ii.  275. 

ii.  4    i.  207. 

ii.  7    i.  143. 

iii.  1—6     i.  \56,  157. 

iii.  8 i.  223. 

iii.  15     i.  113,  114,  115,  127,  161,271. 

iv.3— 8 i.  271. 

iv.  20,  25 .i.  272,  136. 

vi.  3 i.  214. 

viii.  20—22   i.  137. 

X.  8—12    i.  137. 

XV.  1—7    i.  216. 

xvii.  1 i.  223. 

xviii.  1 — 25   .,..,,,  .i.  223. 
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xix.  24   i.  226. 

*xxii.  8  ...... , i.  133. 

*xxii.  14 i.  1 33,  '239- 

*xlix„  10— 12    .. i,,  i74_i79, 


EXODUS. 
»• 
*ili.  1—4  ....    .,.,..!.  218.  " 
iii.  14. ............  ,i.  219,  ii.  289, 

vi.  3 ...,..i.  212. 

vii.  1 i.  252. 

xiv.  30,  31 .ii.  239- 

*xv.  3     i    230. 

xvi.  35    i.  94. 

xvii.  7     i.  159. 

xxiii.  20,  2 1    i.  223. 

xxiv.  1 — 11    i.  44. 

*xxxiv.  6,7    i.  121,  122. 

LEVITICUS. 
xviii.  3   i.  268. 

NUMBERS. 

vi.  24,  25     ii.  231,232. 

*xxi.6— 8 i.  133,  150,  151. 

*xxiv.  17    i.  179. 

DEUTERONOMY. 

vi.  4 i.  214. 

vi.  16 i.  159. 


(    345 


yiii.  2,  3     i.  158. 

xviii.  15—18 i.  181. 

xxviii.  59   •  • i.  121. 

XXX,  19 i.  146. 

xxxi.  16—30 i.  268. 

*xxxu.  8— 11     i.  269. 

xxxii.  17 i.  269. 

xxxii.21     ....    ,....ii.  252. 


JOSHUA. 

xxli.  20 i.  207. 

xxiv.  2    , i.  268. 


1  SAMUEL. 

ii.  10 i.  183. 

iii.  7— 10 i.  216>217. 

viii.  7 ii.  301. 


2  SAMUEL. 

vii.  5 i.  194. 

*vii.  12—16 i.  185. 

xxiv.  1    i.  153. 


1  KINGS. 

xvii.  20—39 1.  208. 

*xviii.  27    ,...ii.  298. 
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xix.  9— 14     i.  217. 

xxii.  19—22 i.  163. 


1  CHRONICLES. 


*v.  1 i.  179. 

xxi.  1 i.  153. 

xxii.  10 i.  185. 


JOB. 

i.  6     .i.  152. 

*xi.7— 9   i.  168. 

xix.  25   i.  273. 

xxiii.  3—10   i.  220,  221, 

xxviii.  28    i.  146. 

xxxi.  26—28      ii.  282. 

xxxi.  31      . .  *.    i.  125. 

xxxviiii  7 i.  152. 


PSALMS. 

*ii i.  108.187—189.  215.  230. 

ii.  303. 

svi.  10    i.  192. 

xxii.  1—18    i.  191. 

xxxiii.  6 ii.  231. 

xl.  7,  8 ii.  289. 

xlv.6 i.  229. 

xlv.  Ixxii.  Ixxxix i.  192. 

*1 i.  207.  219.  234.  305,  306. 

Iv.  12,13   i.  191. 
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Ixxii.  11—17 ii.  17- 

Ixxxii.  6 i.  152. 

Ixxxv.  10    i,  124. 

xci.  11,  12 i.  159- 

cii.  <15,36 i.  213.  258. 

ex.  1 i.  108.  ii.  84. 

ex.  4 i.  101.232.  273. 

*cxxx.  4    i.  123. 

cxxxix.  7 — 10 i.  221. 


PROVERBS. 

*viii.  22— 25 i.  125.  194.  197-  ii.  275,  276. 

ix.  10     i.  146. 

XV.  3 i.  221. 


ECCLESIASTES, 


vii,  29    i.  145. 

*xii.  1    i.  206. 

xii.  13     i.  146. 


ISAIAH. 

i.  22 i.  62. 

vi.  1—5   i.  151.216.  234.  ii.  234,  235. 

*vii.  14 i.  103.  194.  228. 

*viii.  8    i.  104. 

*ix.6,  7     i.  104.229. 

X.21 i.  105. 

xi.  2 ii.  320. 

xii.  2 i.  212. 
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*\iv.  22,  23 ii,  304. 

*xxvi.  4 i.  2 13. 

*xxv)i,  1     i.  150. 

xliii.  7—10    i.  18y. 

Ix,  Ixi i.  192. 


JEREMIAH. 

xvii.  ID i.  SO7. 

xxiii.  5— 8     i.  101.  192.  23L 

*xlviii.  45 i.  180. 


EZEKIEL. 


xxi.  25—27 i.  192. 

xxix.  1 i.  150. 


DANIEL. 

iv.  IS— 17     ii.  235, 23(5. 

Tii.  13—27     i.  158.237. 

X.  13—21 i.  159- 


HOSEA. 
iii.  4,5 i.  192. 

JONAK. 
i.  17 ..i.  192. 
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MICAH. 
*v.  2— 4    i.  192— 197.  250. 

HAGGAI. 
li.  9 i.  186. 

ZECHARIAH. 

iii.  1 — 7     t.  155. 

vi.  12,  13     i.  192. 

xii.  10 ii.  2S3. 


MALACHI. 

ii.  4   i.  101. 

iii.  1—4     i.  101.  192. 

iii.  6 .....i.  212. 


WISDOM. 

ii.  23,24   i.  125. 

vii.  26    ii.  259. 

X.  1,  2    .i.  125. 

ECCLESIASTICUS. 
xxiv.  19 .^.  .i.  146- 
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NEW  TESTAMENT. 


MATTHEW. 

i.  I     

....i.  79. 

i.  S— 6 

i.  273. 

*i.  17     

i.  100. 

i.  18 

....i.  79. 

i.  20,  21      

i.  98-  105,  106. 

i.  23 

i.  101. 

i.  25 

....i.  98. 

*ii.  1 

i.  180. 

ii.  5,6    

i.  101.  193. 

ii.  11 

ii.  20. 

iii.  17     

....i.  162. 

iv.  1 1 

i.  37. 

V.  14 

....i.  266. 

V.  19 

ii.318. 

V.  21—23 

ii.  243. 

V.  27,  '-'8    

ii.  243. 

V.  44—48 

i.  122. 

vi.  4 

i.  221. 

vi.  13      

i.  164,  165. 

vii.  15     

i.  37. 

X.  3?,  33    

....ii.  3. 

X.  34,  35    

....i.  34. 

X.  37 

i.  157. 

xi.  27     

....ii.  297. 

*xii.  31,32  ..  . 

ii.  319. 

♦xii.  36 

ii.  191.  311. 

xiii.  3—43     . .  . . 

....i.  34— 36.  123. 

xiii,  19 

....i.  35.  150, 
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^^iii.  55 i.  82. 

XV.  8 ii.  62. 

xvi.  18    i.  41.ii.  96. 

xvii.  5    i.  162. 

xviii.  7   .J.  48. 

xviii.  17 i.  52. 

xviii.  1 8—20 i.  7 1 .  ii.  237,  238. 

xix.  17    ii.  295.  300. 

xix.  £8   .i.  237. 

•*xx.21 i.  106. 

xxi.  1 — 5 .i.  177. 

xxiii.  33     i.  126. 

*xxiii.  37    i.  267. 

xxiv.  31 i.  237. 

xxiv.  36   ii.  296. 

XXV.  3 1—46 i.  36.  1 26.  -236, 

xxvi.  12 i.  191. 

xxvi.  26 i.  59« 

xxvi.  64.. i.  158. 

xxvi.  63 — 66 i.  237. 

xxvii.  57     i.  191. 

*xxviii.  19,  20 i.  2.  ii.  149.  237.  262.  264, 

MARK. 

*iv.  37— 41    .    ii.  242. 

V.  7    ii.  264. 

viii.  38 ii.  319. 

xvi.  15,  16     ii.  262. 

xvi.  20    ,, ii.  250. 

LUKE. 

*i.  1—4     .i.  311. 

i.  5.  36 .,i.  101. 

VOL,  II,  A  a 
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i.  26,27     i.  99. 

*i.  3!— 33     .-...i.  105. 

i.  39— 45   i.  108. 

1.46—59     i.  184. 

*ii.  1,2.'. i.93— 96.  176. 

ii.5— 7 i.98.  176. 

*ii.  22— 32    i.  109- 

h.33 i.  82. 

ii.  43.  48   i.  82,  83. 

*iii.  23 i.  83.  100. 

IV.  3,  6 i.  37.  159.  1G5. 

iv.  13     i.  160. 

ix.  26     ii.  319. 

ix.  52— 56     i.  49. 

xii.  50    ii.  2l6. 

xii.  5i— 53    i.  34. 

xii.  57    i.  67. 

xiv.  14  J-  237. 

xviii.  8 i.  2. 

XX.  36    i.  '^37. 

•»xxi.  33,34 ii.  20U. 

*xxiv.  25—47    i.  H'-i- 


.70HN. 


*i.  1—18   . 

i.  29 

i.  45 

ii.  19 

iii.  14—17 
*iv.  24  ... 

V.  18 

*v.  19—28 
y.  29    


249—293. 

133. 

82. 

185. 

133.  Ijl.ii.  23:>. 

221.  ii.  256. 

235.  253. 

235—238.  258. 

57. 
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V.  3 1 — 37 ii.  223, 

V.33 i.  eb^. 

vii.  19    i.  126. 

>ii.  24    ,i.  6?. 

vii.  48,  49 i.  52. 

Viii.  13—18 , .  ii.  223,  224. 

viii.  28 i.  133. 

\iii.  29  !.  162. 

viii.  40 ii.  288,  289. 

viii.  44 — 46 i.  126. 

*viii.  56— 58 ,..i.  133.239—241.  ii.  2e#o 

viii.  59 i.  253^ 

ix.  22.  32 — 41 i.  52. 

ix.  25 ,  ........ i.  282. 

X.  22 ii.  297. 

yx.  33—39  .  • .i.  252,  253. 

•^%ii.  7    ...i.  191. 

xii.  31,  32 .,i.  151.  171. 

sii.  38    i.  191. 

xii.  41    i.  234. 

*xii.  47,  48    ii.  314, 

*xiv.  9 ,i.  182. 

xiv.  16 ,.i.  258, 

*xvii.  3 ii.  288—296. 

xvii.  11 — 31 ii.  213. 

xviii.  36,  37 i.  101.  180. 

*xix.  34,  35 i.  307,  308.  ii.  2l6. 

XX.  9  . .  •  • i.  242,  243. 

XX.  17     ..ii.  320. 

XX.  25    i.  191. 

XX.  28    1.242. 

XX.  31    i.  245. 

;Kxi.  25  ,. .« ».i.  245. 


A  a 
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ACTS. 

i.  £4 i.  S4. 

"•  1—11     i.  310. 

ii.  33 i.  3J0. 

*ii.  41— 47    i.  3. 

iii.  21     i.  237. 

*iv.  32 i.  3. 

T.  5.  10,  11   i.  48. 

T.  32 i.  310. 

Ti.  1 — (i i.  4. 

viii.  2 i.  233. 

viii.  SO— 35 i.  191. 

^.36 i.  295. 

5tiv.  23   i.  307. 

XV.  1—31 1.  6—8. 

.XV.  23     1.44. 

xvii.  10—12 i.  67. 

xvii.  27,  28    i.  260.  ii.  256. 

ivii.  5} i.  127.  ii.  314. 

XX.  28     ii.  113— 120. 

xxiv.  9    i.  212. 

xxvi.  5    ...i.  49. 


ROMANS. 

i.  3     i.  99.  276. 

*i.  21— 25     i.  260.  317. 

iv.  17      i.  256. 

*viii.  6,  7 «•  274,275. 

viii.  32 i'  235. 
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Jx.  5 i.  293—295.  ii.  292. 

*xi.  4     i.  217. 

xi.  32     i.  123. 

*xi.  33—36 i.  125.  257.  ii.  317. 

xii.  6 i.  57. 

xvi.  20 i.  126. 

xvi.  27    ii.  299,  300. 


1  CORINTHIANS. 

i.  10 i.  39. 

i.  11— 15  i.  40.  ii.  244. 

i.  21 i.  278. 

i.  30 i.  233. 

ii.  8  i.  233. 

ii.  10 ii.  318. 

ii.  13 1.  57. 

iii.  3.  7 i.  40. 

*viii.  1 — 3 ii.  279. 

*viii.4 — 7 ii.  251. 

X.  2  ii.  239,  240. 

X.  4  ii.  29^2. 

xi.  11  ii.  296. 

xi.  19  i.  49. 

xi.  20— 22  i.  40. 

xi.  25—30  i.  40.  48. 

*xii.  1—11  i.  214.  ii.  209.248.255.  264. 

xii.  15  i.  39. 

xiv.  23  i.  40. 

*xvi.  22 i.  51. 
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•2  CORINTHIANS. 

*ii.  17    i.  62. 

iii.  6 i.  57. 

iv.  4 i.  165.  ii.  208. 

V.  1     i.  185. 

viii.  9 i.  28l.ii.  233. 

»xi.  3     1.36.62.125. 

xi.  13—15     i.  37. 

xi.  28 i-  44. 

xiii.  14     ii.  232.  264.  315. 

GALATIANS. 

*i.  6— 9    i-38. 

i.  11,  12    ii.  97. 

ii.  11—14 i.6.  38. 

V.  20 i.  48. 

EPHESIANS. 

ii.  2    i.  158. 

iii.  19    ii.  254. 

*iv.  14  i.  l66. 

*vi.  U   i.  36.  166. 

*vi.  24 i.  51. 

PHILIPPIANS. 

ii.  9-'ll    i.  235.  305.  311. 

ii.  15 i.  266. 

*iii.  2    ...,.i.277. 
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COLOSSIANS.      > 

*i.  13     i.  124.  ii.  300. 

i.  15 i.  l65. 

i.  16,  17    i.  237. 

i.  26— 28 il.  101. 

*iii.  5     i.  157. 

1  THESSALONIANS. 

iii.  n     ii.  311. 

V.  19 ii-  319. 

V.  23 i.  143.  274. 

2  THESSALONIANS. 
ii.  7    ii.  97. 

1  TIMOTHY. 

i.  3    i.  45. 

*ii.  14,  15 i.  125. 

iii.  14— 16    ii.  67.94. 

*iv.  1—11... ii.  94. 

V.  21 ii.  320. 

^vi.  15,  16    i.  221.ii.  300. 
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Q  TIMOTHY. 

i.  6     i.  45. 

=*i.  9,  10    i.  149.  ii.  235. 

*m.  7 ii.  317. 


TITUS. 

}.5 »...i.  45. 

*ii.  13    i.  229.  296. 


HEBREWS. 

^i.  1 ii.  326. 

*i.  3 .; i.  161.  231.  ii.  259- 

1.6 i.  161.  231. 

1.8,9    i.  231.234. 

i.  10 i.  258. 

ii.  10 i.  257. 

ii.  14 i.  126. 

iv.  15 i.  162. 

V.  11 i.  64. 

vii.  14    i.  179.273. 

viii.6.. i.  286. 

X.  5—10    ii.  289. 

X.  29 ii.  233. 

xi.  4 i.  271. 

xi.  24— 27     i.  272. 

xi.  32— 40     i.  272. 

*xii.  25—29 i.  123.  ii.  243. 

xni.g i.  213.251., 
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JAMES. 

*i.  13,  14 i.  153,  154. 

*i,  17     i.  213. 

*iii.  2     i.  280. 

V.  11 i.  152. 


1  PETER. 

ii.  4,  5    ii.  96. 

ii.  9    ii.  124.  320. 


2  PETER. 

*i.  1   i.  228. 

i.  11 i.  229. 

*i.  16—19    i.  111. 

ii.  1—3 i.  52,  53. 

iii .i.  64. 

1  JOHN. 

i.  3     ii.  234. 

i.  5     ii.  274. 

ii.  16 i.  156. 

ii.  22 ii.  301. 

iii.  8 i.  126. 

iii.  19    i.  8. 


* 


.5—9    ii.  133.216.255 
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V.  11— IS .....ii.  293.310. 

▼.14,15    ii.  258. 

*v.  20,  21 ii.  290.  294. 


2  JOHN. 
7—9 ii.291. 

3  JOHN. 
9,10    i.  47. 

JUDE. 

3,  4 i.  54.  ii.  299. 

25    ....ii.  299,  300. 

REVELATION. 

*i.4— 6 ii.  319,  320. 

i.  8    ii.  296. 

i.  10 i.  310: 

ii.  6—15    i.  6. 

ii.  7— 14    i.  149. 

ii.  17 i.  233. 

ii.  18—23 i.  6.307. 

ii.  24 i.  S6. 

iii.  1 ii.  31^. 

iii.  12     i.  233. 

iv.  5 ii.  SI9. 

V.6  ' ij.319. 

4 
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Y.  8— 14    ii.  309. 

viii.  13 i.  53. 

ix.  11 i.  150. 

xii.  3    i.  150. 

xii.  9 i.  149.  ii.  276. 

xiii.  3 i.  151.  9.Q5. 

xvii.  14 i.  233. 

xix.  10 i.  113.  160. 

xix.  12 ii.  296. 

xix.  13 ii.  293. 

xix.  16    i.  233. 

XX.  4,  5  i.  237* 

xxi.  14 ..ii.  96. 

xxii.  9    .....i.  160. 


II.  PHILOLOGICAL  INDEX 


DIFFICULT    WORDS    AND    PHR/ISES 


ATTEMPTED  TO  BE  EXPLAINED. 


A. 


ACaS^wv i.   150. 

AyMusco  0£(y   i-  223. 

l^^*,^:^^<  i.  214. 

HMJ*  "WVi  n\-li<    i.  218. 

P^<,  or  l^^    ii.  274. 

b^,  D''b«    i.  202,  204. 

mbK,  n'rb^  i-  204, 252, 

\ybvb^ i-204. 

bv^n  *?^?    i-  204. 

n^^yi  '?^* i.  204. 

•n^j  b^  j.  204. 

Ta  o^iixxro^  T«  ih» ii.    108,  109- 

E^  uifAxruv 1.  273, 

AI§Hffjr     i-  49. 

AxaTaX7]4/»a     , i.  259- 

Av«^E/x,a i.  51. 

Ava(TKiv^v'KBvsa^ai i.  1  34. 

Ey  TY)  avxTTKri     ,...<....,...  i.  1 8Q. 
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hito  avaroXwv i.    180. 

AvOIMOlOS , i.     10. 

AvtrtTOS i.    112. 

AvTi     i.  286. 

Ek  tu  aieowi    i.  256. 

AtuvBS i.  2.56. 

Aiuvios    i.   118. 

Airocvyaofjia ii.   259. 

Atti^os i.   I65. 

A7ro<^aaiz'    i.  43. 

Auo'^xiuy  ETi  XaXairxi      ii.    172. 

£v  ocqyri i.  249. 

A§vnaj9'£8  aTTOfaffjaf      ii.   301. 

AuTV),  ambiguous    i.  95- 

AvT-n  ri  aTToy qz(P'n     l.  Q't. 

£v  a(p^ix^ai^     «.* )•  51- 


B. 


Brahm^,  Brahma ii.  268. 

yi^')')2    i.  206. 


CH. 

X^r^/xaTtff/AOf  •*.. i.  217< 


D. 


mn>  "im  i.  216. 

As i.  90, 91. 

AeffTToTTjf     i.  JO9,  152.  li.  127. 

ArifAiaqyoi    i.  53,  255,  268. 

Deus i.  211. 
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A«t     i.  257 

Attzxovftzt     ii.  949' 

A(9)V01^£V 1.    112. 

Am§pt,nv£yev      ...........•••  i.  1 12. 

Atp^ofatria    < !•  43. 

A^axcuv  TTu^^oi !•  1 50. 

Auvaw-ejf    ii.  249. 

^uijBp(/.%viura *  •  •  I.  as . 

Ayavo'/ira i«  64. 


£. 


EyEvsTo    i-  254—256;  26l , 

E*AAi    c i.  282. 

£i;  TO  ovoixa , ii.  244. 

Ex>tXa)(TJa  T8  ©£8     ii.  1  IQj    123. 

EXaCov    i.  271. 

EXs7x«« ^-   '^^* 

EXnX^Ssv    i.  262. 

lE(ji(xaviin\ I.  101. 

V^ixTTspi'X^apriaii     il.  2ol. 

"EfATTOpBVaOIITlXl 1.  53. 

"EiMfrpoa^BV i.  284. 

EfAwpav^ncrav i-  260, 

^vspynfxara     H-  249- 

EvTa(p»a^w,  svratpiaa^jiOi l.  19 1  • 

EvyTjrap^jf il*  26l . 

i^^riynrns    •  i.  287. 

ETnyjvoxjxEi » n.  297 • 

E^rixaTapaTO? !•  52, 

'Eppn^n    ii-  243. 

Epx,o/:ASVov  £i>  Tov  Koa/J-ov i.  262,  26S. 

Hv  "ffOTS  «X  7)V    ,  , .  1.    1  !- 
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Feveffif  and  yBwrinis i.  79- 

rgyo/Ltavov  ex  yuvxiKOs i.  240. 

TivoiAoct    i.  240. 


H. 


^in     i.  '234. 

HdV^H    i.  103. 

rmrr i.  153. 

]t2^r( i.  152. 

'EiJ- ii.  295,  297. 

'Ev  Tivsvfjia  ayjov    ii.  194,  20S. 

*Ev  xai  TO  ocvro  "Trvsufjix     ii.  250,  255,  256. 

'Ere^oy     ii.  252. 

'ErEgo^jJaffxaXia i.  52. 

''Hyisi/xEvo;    i.  ]  94. 

'Hhw     ii.  289,  290. 


I. 


I^»a,   l^iot    ,  , ,    i.  2^)S. 


n\  TDrfi . 

1.208 
.  210 

\acOf  lot    , 

Ico  Se^ex 

1.  232 

Jovis  . . . 

•  ••••.•• J 

.  214 

Jo-paler, 

or 

Jvpiter 

1.  214 
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K. 

K.xTrrt'KsuovTs? i.  62. 

K-atTaxqivco    ii.  262. 

KaraXioxf/jf    i.  259* 

KaraXafsv      ii.  258,  259. 

K»vH|W,£&a     ii.  256,  257. 

Ko^/Aos- i.  169. 

Kv^ios i.  2 1 6. 

L. 

*7nS*  1^2b ii.  222. 

o  Aoyo?    i.  218. 

Avowal i.  253. 

Avxvoi i.  266. 


M. 

"M-a^nrsuGurs  ..,« 

iMsc^av  A3'a 

jMeyaXsja  t»  ©sb 

MsS'o^eiav  rns  'K'ka-vns 

MeS'o^Eiaj-  TB  "BiaQoka 

MgS'oJeyr]  ra.  Koyia, 

MsX^t-ffE^sx    

Me^o^  ri 

MsTsXaptCavov      

Movo; 

]SloV07EV9}S° 


.  2.  ii.  237. 
.  51. 
.  310. 

166. 

SQ.  166. 

167. 

.  232. 

.  40. 

.  3. 

i.  £95.  297. 

.283. 


N. 

TJi     i.  194.  ii.  278. 

Nr3.&,  or  Na).^«y     i.  222.  ii.  275. 
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o,  or  n. 

Olnm  ....    i.  196. 

*0/xoiH(iios'     i.  16. 

'Opco«7io? i.  13.  ii.  199—201 , 

Hv,  Ov    ii.  (232. 

Osiri% ii.  274, 


P.  PH.  PS. 

na&of i.  1.57. 

Y\a.%nroi i.  iGl. 

YlatVOTlXlXV   TH  @£H     i.    166. 

n&vTS'xyH  Ttu^oi  ffsXaJ i.  131 . 

llce.pa.'kacf^.^acvei    i.  158. 

UapeXxfiov i.  2?  1 , 

Yla.p£i(!oc^H(Jiv    i.  52. 

Ylxp^svos      , i.  161. 

Tlctrpcooi  ®ios i.  2 12. 

FTEtga^o; ...•  i.  1 54. 

Ylsiqxaixoi    ......* i.  154. 

IlE^iETrotr/craro ii.  224. 

IleT^oJ,  'Jier^'n i.  41. 

Uvsufjia.     i.  221. 

cv  rivEu/xatrt      • ••  1.310. 

rioifxavai i.   1 94. 

TH  riovyi^H    I.  1 64. 

Tl^saQuTspoi      1.  44. 

rigoifajTixov  Xoyov 1.   111. 

U^ojTV)    i.  96,  97. 

Tl^CJTOS  fXM 1.  2S4. 

TluKTiae.     ii.    1 86. 

riyggo J     i.  1 50. 

C>govy)/xa  mi  aocpKCti •  !•  274. 
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^^owiMa  T«  Ttvivixaro? i.  275. 

^oji i.  'i66. 

<E>iyj-73g£j  i.  266. 

^riX«(p7)(j£ia;v     , . .  i.  2G0. 


S. 

Serapis i.  131. 

Shiloh i.  174,  175. 

Sibylla i.  141. 

Sihor,  or  Sihr ii.  274. 

Tn«  Ufb^ ii.  228. 

^Kocv'^aXx i.  48. 

2x,iiT/:>t,a i.  39. 

^U^O^AEVHi i.    3. 

Summt  ununi ii.  198. 

T.  TH. 

Tsxvia ii.  294. 

TfSiJ  £V  ei(T« ii.   255. 

T§sj5  ovo//,affjas  ev  (xkjl  vTio<;xa£i   .  i.  9- 

T§i(7pia)tagia  ovofx.a.aia ii.   188. 

©Eiov ii.  213. 

©EiiAeXihj     ...........  ii.  96. 

©£oy,  0  ©£oy i.  211.  2l6.  233.  25L 

U. 

'Tjoff  ayh^unu i.  238. 

Z. 

Xiw     ,  .  , i.  211.  ii.  280. 

B  b  2 


III.  HISTORICAL  INDEX 


OF   THE 


X.EADING  MATTERS,  PERSONS,  AND  AUTHORS, 


ADDUCED,    OR   CITED. 


A. 


Ahen  Ezra 
Abraham 
Adam   . , , 


^schi/lus 
Aetians  . 


Affes  of  the  world 

Albigenses 

Alexandrine  MS 

Allegory,  Pagan,  of  the  Fall  . . 

Ambrose 

Ammianus  Marcellinus 

Anabaptists  and  Antinomians 

Antichrists • 

Antioch,  Councils  of,  A.d.  264, 

270 

Apocalypse     

Apostles,  their  doctrine  and  dis- 

eipline 


.219. 

.35.  133.  154.239.268. 

.    125.   143.    146,  147, 

148.  157. 
.  131,  132. 
.  16. 

.  J35.  143. 
.  22. 

i.  40.52.56.  70,71. 
.  128.  135. 
i.  113. 
.  16. 
.25. 
.38.  ii.  291. 

.  10,  II. 
149. 
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Jposlks,  Bi'.hops  at  large  ....    i.  44. 
y1po<itury,  the  Gad-denying    ..    i.  1 10.  ii.  301. 
.appendix  of  Texts   relative  to 

Christ i.  104.  ii.  321. 

Arabic  Version ii,  79,  80. 

Arias i.  1 1,  12.  15.  ii.  138. 

Ariaiiism i.  l6,  17.  26,  27. 

Seml-Arit/nisrn i.  16.  299. 

Articles  of  the  Church  of  Ens- 

hmd i.  1G2,  l63.  ii.  261,262. 

Aristophanes   i.  2i>o. 

Asp/and,  Mr i.  128.  299. 

Astronomical  Illustration  of  the 

classes  of  Unitarians i.  299. 

At/ianasius   i.    12.    16.   22?.    ii.  85. 

113.    138.    184.    180. 
259,  260.  265,  266. 

Athanasian  Creed ii.  26 1— 266. 

Atonement i.  28.  70.   131.  133.  ii. 

124—127. 
Augustine  ii.  1 25.  197,  198. 


B. 


Bacon,  Lord  Chancellor    ....   i,  1 7 1 . 

Balaarns  Prophecy    i.  17y. 

Bango)ian  Monks  ma'<sacred..   i.  13. 

Barringlou,  Lord i.  149. 

Basil ii.  1 1 3. 

Baptist,  Johns,  disciples    ....   i .  262 — 266. 

Barrow i.  283. 

Basanistes,   a   ridiculer  of   the 

Trinity    ii.  244. 

Bechai,  R , ii.  232. 
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Bfde ii.  1 14. 

Behham,  Mr.  Thomas i.  25.  57,  58.  60.  73.  9S, 

93.    241.    295.    297. 

304— 312.  ii.  291.311. 

313,  314.  316. 

Beti  Mordecai    i.  15. 

Benevole7ice,  dWme     i.  15.  122. 

Berriman ii.  7 1  • 

Bethlehem i.  192,  193. 

Beza ii.  22,  23.  130.  155.  157. 

Bishops,  primitive     i.  44,  45. 

Birches  collations    ii.  106. 

Blaiiey,  Dr i.  23 1 . 

Blasphemy     against     Holy 

Ghost  ii.  248. 

Bohemian  Version  N.  T ii.  5y. 

Bolingbroke,  Lord   i.  127.  306. 

Brand  on  Conscience i.  144. 

Brescian  MS ii.  50. 

Brozme,  reformer  in  Ireland  . .    i.  22. 

Bruce,  Dr i.  302. 

Bull,  Bishop i.  66.  227.  252. 

iJurgess,  Bishop i.  267.  ii.  21 1,212.  225. 

263. 
Butler,  Bishop i.  119.  123. 


C. 


Calestine,  Pope ii.  113. 

Cairn,  Presbyter  of  Rome. ...  ii.  301 . 

Calvary — Caucasus    i.  133. 

Calvin i.  22.  42.  ii.  167—16^. 

Canons  of  Sacred  Criticism  . .  i.  50. 


* 
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Carpenter,  Dr.  Lant i.   27.  29,  30.    6l ,  62. 

71—73.   yo.  92.   97. 

100— 102.   105.    118. 

127.   I6l,    162.    197. 

206.    220.   229-   236, 

2S7.   249,    250.    202. 

295,  296.  ii.  90—93. 

25^  253.   259.  261. 

Cerinthus   i.  7. 

Chaldee  Paraphrase ii.  304. 

Charter  of  our  Redemption   ..    i.  113. 
Character  oi  our  Jirst  Pareyits  i.  143. 

. of  the  Tempter. ...    i.  149. 

Christ,  c/wmc/e/- of    ii.  320. 

,  genealogies  of i.  97 — 101 . 

,  proper  Divinity   of,  Lett.  vi.  vir. 

— — — — ,  superior  to  Moses    . .   ii.  239 — 24 1 . 


Christian  Church,  history  of.,    i.   1. 
Christians,  wlieii  so  called. ...   i.  5. 

Chri/i>ostom i.  73.  144.  263.  293-  ii. 

83.  lis.  115. 
Churches,  Greek  and  Latin   ..   i.  13,  14, 
'-,   reformed  and  schis- 

matical     i.  4 1 .  44. 

of  England    i.  24,  25.  43. 

of  Home,  modern  ....   i.  2 1 . 


Cicero   i.  66.  274.  277. 304,  305. 

Clarke,  Dr.  Samuel i.  224,  225.  294. 

Clemens  Romanus    ii.  4 1 . 

Complutensian  N.  T ii.  6.  10—15.  140—144, 

Conscience,  its  moral  uses  ....  i.  145. 

Controversy,  when  useful  ....  i.  55. 

Councils,  oi  Jerusalem,  a.d.  49  i.  44. 

,  of  Antioch,  a.d.  264. 

270 i.  10,  11.227, 
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Council  of  Nice,  I.  a.d.  325..   i.  12.  63. 

oi  Constantinople,  a.d. 

381 i.  14.  16. 

of  C/ialcedon,  a.d.  451  i.  14. 

of  Nice,  II.  A.D.  787  .  ii.  1 15. 

Lateran,  a.d.  1214  ..   i.  St.  ii.  142. 

'  of  Constance,  a.d.  1414  i.  21. 

of  Basil,  a.d.  1431   ..   i.  21. 

of  Trent,  a.d.  1545  ..   i.  22. 


Creed,  Athanasian ii.  26 1 . 

of  Pope  Pius  IV i.  21. 

CreUius    ii.  2 10. 

Cudmrth    i.  122.  ii.  260.  266.  272. 

281.  285. 

Cyprian i.  46.  295.  ii.  283. 

Cyrus i.  273. 

Cy renins    i.  1 76. 

Cyril  of  Alexandria ii.  84 — SG. 

Cyril  of  Cartilage ii.  214. 


D. 


Daille,  eulogy  of  the  Church  of 

England i.  25. 

Damascenus    ii.  98. 

David's  temptation i.  153. 

Dauheny,  Archdeacon    ii.  126.  257. 

Deacons,  order  of i.  44. 

Deists i.  306, 30?.  ii.  301 , 

Demigods    ii.  284. 

Devil i.  36.  149. 

Docetcz    i.  7. 

Doddridge i.  60.  S03. 

Dortj  Synod  of i.  23. 
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Doxology  of  Jsaiuh  .........   i.  151. 

of  ihe  Lord's  Prayer  i.  164. 


Ebion,  Ebionites    i.  7,  8.  80. 

Editions,    standard,    of    the 

Greek  T ii.  5. 

,  harmony  of ii.  33. 

Elizabeth  inspired i.  108. 

Elzevir,  editions  G.  T ii.  23. 

Emmanuel i.  101 — 107. 

Enoch i.  272. 

Enrollment  by  Cyrenius i.  93. 

Epimetheus   i.  1 29- 

Epiphanius i.  80.  ii.  1 13. 

Erasmus ii.  15.  27.46.  49-  144, 

145.  147,  148. 

Ernesti    ii.  225. 

Eternal  generation  of  Christ    i.  250. 

Eve  i.  135,  1S6.  156. 

Eucherim    ii.  221. 

Eugetiius,  Ab.  of  Cherson  ....  ii.  214.  219-  S21 

Eunomians i.  16. 

Eupolis i.  279,  280 

Euripides    i.  2 10. 

Eusebius   i.  13.  ii.  46.  49- 

Euthalius    ii.  87. 

Excommunication ,  i.  51,  52. 
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Falconer,  Rev.  Thomas  ....") 
Falconer f  Dr S 

.  157. 

Fall  of  OLir  first  Parents    i 

.  124. 

- — ,  Pagan  allegory  of i 

.  128. 

False  Christs,  and  false  Pro- 

phets       J 

.  37. 

Fathers,  {primitive,  their  use    . . 

i.  63,64. 

Forbidden  fruit ,  its  use 

i.  147. 

Free  agency  of  man 

I.  145. 

Frend,  Mr 

i.  27.  299,  300. 

Fulcrentins 

i.  113.  204—206 

G. 


Gabriel  the  Angel i.  105. 

.  ^/^e  Holy  Ghost    ..  ii.  338,  339. 

Gelasius  Gyzicenus ii.  103. 

Genealogies  of  Christ i.  97 — 101. 

Geneva  Bible i.  229. 

Gibbon,  the  historian i.  34.  ii.  147.   l63,  l64. 

Gnostics , .  i.  7. 

Gratian,  Emperor,  Roman    . .  i.  20. 

Gregory  the  Great,  Pope    ....  i.  13. 

■ ,  grand  corrupter  of  the 

Western  Church i.  18,  19. 

Gregory  Nazianzen   i.  101.  283.  ii.  96.  237. 

Gregory  Nyssen ii.  83. 

Griesbachf  editions  of  the  Gr. 

Test i.  246.  ii.  2,  3.  32. 

!  '  J  Confession  of  f'aith  i.  246. 
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Griesbach,  Unitarian  bias     . .   u.  84,  85. 

,   I.  Censure   of  the 

standard  ediliuns ii.  o. 

■    •,  If.  Censure  of  the 
Sacred  Ca7iou ii.  34. 

• ,  HI.  Classification  of 

Greek  MSS ii.  44. 

• ,  IV.  Canons  of  Cri- 
ticism   ii.  64, 

,  Corruption  of  im- 
portant texts, 

Viz.  Luke  ii.  SS.  i.  82. 

1  Tim.  iii.  16. 

Lett.  IX ii.  67. 

Acts   XX.   28. 

Lett.  X ii.  105. 

,  Mutilation  of  Matt. 

vi.  13 i.  164. 

of  1  John 

V.  7,  8.   Lett.  XI.  xn ii.  133.  175. 

Grotius  vindicated ii,  292. 


H. 


Hales  of  Eton   i.  60.  68. 

Hales  of  Killesandra, 

"New  Jnali^sis  of  Chro- 

■^^^iog^ i.  47.  8i.  8.5.  96.  101. 

139.   176,    177.    181. 
183.  186.  280. 
— —  Dissertations  ox\  ihePro- 

jphctic  Ch-.wacter  otCnv-isr    i.    186.   19.5.  200.   209 

211. 
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Hales  of  Killesandra, 

Synopsis  of  the  Signs  of 

the  Times i.  53.  182, 

Hannalis  Prophecy    j.  1S3. 

Harduin    ii.  I69. 

Hawk,  sacred  among  the  Egyp- 
tians       ii.  271, '272. 

Heber's  Bampton  Lectures   . .   ii.  3S[}.  Additions, 

Hebrew  names  of  the  Deity.,   i.  199 — "2 19. 

Hell  denied  by  Saheltian  Uni- 
tarians    i.  lis. 

Hellenists    i.  4. 

Heresy    i.  49.  50.  54.  69- 

,  opposite  errors  of    ...   i.  7. 

Hero-zmrship ii.  2S4. 

Herodotus  i.  150.  ii.  272. 

Hesiod^s  allegory  of  the  Fall  .   i.  12B. 

six  ages  of  the  world   .   i.  135.  240. 

Hesychiu^  edition  of  the  G.  T.  ii.  46.  48. 

Hilary i.  15.  227-  295. 

Hippolitus i.  295.  ii  32. 

History  of  the  Church   i.  1. 

Hooker i.  41 — 43.47.59. 

Horace i.   138,   139,   UO.   3\t 

ii.  171. 

Horsley,  Bishop. ii.  236. 

Horcley,  Bishop   i.  1 60.  305. 

Hume    i.SOO. 

Hussites i.  22. 


L 


Ihas    ii.  113. 

Jdolalryt  its  rise^  Sec ii.  2b2. 
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Ignatius 1.4(5.  iQs.  ii.  82.    112. 

297. 

Immantiei,  see  Emmanuel. 

Incomprehensible— immense   . .  ii.  26,3. 

Injidelili/,  its  heinousness ii.  300. 

Inscripiion  at  Sais i.  222. 

Inspiraliun    and    Illumination 

of  the  IV liters  o/N.T i.  309. 

Introductions  of  St.  Matthew's 
and  St.  Luke's  Gospels  vin- 
dicated      i.  80,  9 1. 

■ of  St.  Johns  Gos- 
pel explained i.  249- 

Irensus i.  40.  225.  294, 

Isaiah  liii i.  189,  190. 

Isidore  of  Pelusium i.  58. 

Italic  Version  of  N.  T ii,  50.  58.  77. 


J. 


Jacob's  ladder,  simile  of    ....  i.  7 1* 

prophecy    i.  174. 

Jeremiah's  prophecies i.  ISO.  23  I. 

Jerome    ii.  46.  50.  54.  80.  175— 

178.  197. 

Jezir,  Book  of    ii.  228. 

John,  Si.  his  faith    i,  242. 

Jones  on  the  Trin  ity i.  225.  ii.  230.  295. 

Jones,  Sir  William ii.  283. 

Josephus ii.  28 1 .  299. 

Judaizers    i.  5.  36,  37. 

Judgment,   private,   rigiit,  and 

restriction  of i.  67. 
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K. 


Kimchi,  R i.  183. 

Knor,  John    . . « i.  22, 


L. 


Lactantius i.  47> 

handujf.  Bishop  of i.  23. 

Lardner  vindicated i.  89'  1G2. 

Laurentius  Valla   ii.  147- 

Liberty  of  the  Gospel    i.  65. 

Jjitaiiy    « i.  7 1  • 

hileraturey    classical  and    bib- 
lical       ii.  171. 

Liturgy  of  the  Greek  Church  .   ii.  195. 

of  the  Church  of  Eng- 
land    i.  7 1  • 

Locke i.  61 .  202.  275. 

vindicated   i.  275,  276. 

Lollards i.  22. 

Lord's  Prayer  Doxology  vindi- 
cated       i.  l6l>. 

Lucas  Brtigensis ii.  1 5 1 . 

f^tician    i.   131.  133,    J34.  164. 

304. 

Lucianus,   edition   of  the  Gr. 

Test,    ii.47. 

Lucretius    i.  S4. 

Luke,   St.   Introduction   vindi- 
cated    , i.  BO— 89- 
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J.ulher i.  22,  2(5. 

Lying    against    the    Holy 

Ghost    i.  4. 


M. 


Magee,  Dean i.  29-  86—88.  293-  299, 

300.  ii.  101,  102. 

Mogism i.  7- 

Mahomet i.  1 7. 

Manes   i.  7. 

Manuscripts  of  the  Gr.  Test...   ii.  51.  136,  137. 

Marcion    i.  33.  88.  89-  ii.  30. 

Marsh,  Bishop    ii.  3.  10,  11.  142,  143,, 

144.    ]50— 155.    157. 

169,    170. 

Mary,  B.  V.  pedigree    i.  98 — 101 . 

Matthcci,  edition  of  Gr.  Test. .   ii.  54,  55.  1 10. 
Matthew,  St.  Introduction  vin- 
dicated        i.  84 — 86. 

Maximus ii.  1 16. 

Melancthon ii.  3 1 2. 

Mill,  edition  of  Gr.  Test ii.  15.  130. 

Milton    i.   114.    134.   145.    154. 

297. 

Minute  philosophers   i.  114. 

Moloch    i.  155. 

Monks  from  Egypt     ii.  QO. 

Montfort  MS ii.  146. 

More,  Mrs.  Hannah i,  165. 

Moses i.  181 .  272. 

inferior  to  Christ    ....  ii.  239 — 244. 

Mystery  of  Godliness ii.  86.  97.  254. 
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Mystery  of  hnqmly   ii.  97. 

Mysteries   rejected   by    Unita- 

riaiis ii.  316. 


N. 


"Names  of  the  Deity,  primitive    i.  109 — 219. 

Nares i.  283.  ii.  1 25,  1 26. 

Nathans  prophecy   i.  184.  187. 

Naiianzen,  Gregory i.  101.  ii.  19I — 195. 

Nestorian  Church i.  18. 

IVipa-'co/ne,  Archbishop    i.   75.    196,    197.    21  Ij 

242,  243.  256.  294. 

Newport,  Sir  John    i.  300—302. 

Newton,  Sir  Isaac    ii.  189 — 191' 

Noah i.  133.  172. 

Nolan ii.  3.   27-    41 .   45—47- 

51—56.82.107—109. 

11'2.    187.    197.    213. 

218.  220.  229. 
Norberg  on  the  Sabians    , , . .   i.  263. 


O. 


Ofences i.  48. 

O'Leary i.  1 46. 

Omnipresence  of  the  Deity    . .  ii.  258. 

One,  its  specific  signification  . .  ii.  254,  255.  '259. 

Oracle,  THE   i.  217. 

Clarion ii.  280. 

Orders  of  Bishops,  Priests,  and 

Deacons i.  44. 

Ordo  Romanus  ii.  195. 

Origen ii.  2 13.  229.  235,  236. 

\0L.  II,  C  C 
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Orphic  Trinity/   .,..,, ii.  277. 

■  Ferses    ii.  280. 

Osiris ii.  274. 

Ovid i.  277.  ii.  280. 


P. 


Pagan  allegory  of  the  Fall  . ,  i.  128. 

Trinities   ii.  267. 

Paine,  Thomas ii.  I69. 

Pandora    i.  1 28. 

« represented  Jive  ....  i.  134. 

Parable  of  the  wheat  and  tares  i.  34. 

Paraphrase  of  John  i.  1 — ^18  .  i.  289- 

Parian  Marbles ii.  211 . 

Parody  of  John  i.  1  —  18 i.  247. 

Passions,  their  use i.  143,  144. 

Paul,   St.  appoitited  hj    the 

Trinity ii.  250. 

Paul  of  Samosata i.  7-  9,  10. 

Pearce,  Bishop ,  i.  o4. 

Pearson,  Bishop   i-  1 06.  ii.  1 26. 

Pentecost    i.  2. 

Persecutions  of  the  Church    ..  i.   3,4. 

Persius    * . . .  i.  274. 

Person  a  lit}/  of  the    Holy 

Ghost i.  109.  ii.  335. 

Procession  of  ■     n  ....  ii.  196. 

Peter,  St i.  3—5. 

Phabadius ...» ii.  1 97- 

Philo  Judaus   i.  218.  252.  257.  286. 

Pindar    i.  129. 

PkUo i.   134.  255.  259.  278. 

ii.  277.281. 
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Poh/carp i.  Iti?.  ii-  34 1 . 

Pontifex  maximus,  pagan  and 

papal i.  20. 

Popery  like  Paganism   i.  1 9- 

Pope  Gregori/  the  Gre^it    ....   i.  13.  1  8,  19- 

Pope  Pius  TV.  Creed    i.  43. 

Porson,  Professor ii.  5.  38.  143.  1 62.  212. 

Prayer  to  Christ   i.  302 — 309. 

to  the  Holy  Ghost     i.  309. 

Presbyters,  lay  and  clerical    . .   i.  44.  304. 

Price,  Dr ii.  3 12. 

Priestley,  Dr i.  27- 

Private  judgment,    right   and 

abuse  of i.  66,  C? . 

Procession    of    the    Holy 

Ghost ii.  196. 

Profession  of  Faith,  Jfrican. .  ii.  1 99. 
PrologusGaleatusoi  Jerome. .   ii.  179. 

Prometheus   i.  12S— 134. 

Prophetic  argument  of  the  O.T.  i.  111. 

traced    i.  1 14— 197. 

Protestants     i.  22. 

Psalms  explained    1.  187— 1S9-  234,  235- 


Q. 

Quarterly  Review  , ii.  I62, 

R. 

Ravian  or  Berlin  ^IS.sputious  ii.  144. 

Reason  or  Conscience i.  144. 

Recensions  of  the  Greek  Text  .  ii.  40—49- 
c  c  2 
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Recensions  of  the  primitive  Ita- 
lic Venion ii.  oO — .78. 

Reformation,  progress  of  the  . .   i.  £2,  23. 

Jl(formed  Churches i.  41. 

Religion,  LzavefJM.?,  calumny  of  i.  34. 

Rennell i.  25G. 

Ridicule  of  THE  Trinity   ..  ii.  240. 

Ridley,  Bishop     i-  22. 

Robinsons    'Theological   Dic- 
tionary       ii.  247« 

Romej  modern  Church  of  ... ,  i.  20. 


S. 


l-^abeUius i.  7,  8,  9-  SO. 

^uLcilian  heresy i.  G9,  70. 

Sahelllau   theology,  its  funda- 
mental defect    i.  1 1 1 . 

Subdlian    Unitarianism  not 

the  doctrine  of  the  Gospel  . .  i.  73.  110. 

Sahiaiis,  discip!*?s  of  the  Bap- 
tist   i-  262,263. 

. ,  their  theology    i.  264. 

Sahidic  Version  of  the^.T...  ii.  60. 

Samosata,  Paul  of , .  i.  7-  9. 

Sanscrit  hymn    «...  i.  222. 

Sanhedrim  or  Jerdsh  Council  i.  44. 

Satan i.  36.  149-  115.  Ii2, 

Sc&pticism ii.  1 69. 

Schism,  total  or  partial ......  i.  39 — 43. 

between   Greek    and 

Latin  Churches i.  IS.  ii.  139-  ly^S. 

'^ between  the  Reformed 

Churches  .....*.. i.  44. 
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Sclavonian,  or  Russian  J'ersion 

of  N.  T ii.  78. 

Saiptiae-Ctinoiis,  formation  of  ii.  36. 

Semi- Avians i.  1 6.  29f). 

Seed  OF  THE  Woman    ....   i.  113,  114. 

Seraph,  Seraphim i.  150. 

Serapis    , .   i.  1 5 1 .  ii.  276. 

Serpent,  brazen i.  1 5 1 . 

Serpents,  jiery  flijing     i.  \50,  151. 

Sharpe,  Granville ii.  299,  300. 

■ ,  Rev.  Lancelot ii.  1 25. 

Shakspeare i.  154.  304. 

Sibylline  Oracles    i.  141 . 

Silence  of  the  Fathers,  incon* 

elusive ii.  209- 

Simeon * . i.  109. 

Simon  Magics   i.  7.  38.  ii.  340. 

Slichtingius    i.  295. 

Socinus    i.  26.  289. 

Socinians  icor shipped  Christ     i.  27.  ii.  310 — 312, 

Socrates i.  259-  27S. 

Son  OF  God    i.  235.  276. 

Son  of  Man i.  234.  237,  238. 

Soulh,  Dr i.  28,  29. 

Spartan  decree    . . . » ii.  2 1 1 . 

Standard  editions  of  Gr.  Test.    ii.  5 — 23. 

Stephens,  Robert    ii.  19.  21.  151.  158.  100, 

167.  171,  172,  173. 

Stephens,  Henri/     ii.  l66,  167. 

Sj/nopsis   of  the  Signs   of  the 

Times i.  182. 

Sj/riac  l crslons  of  the  N.T.    ii.  80,  SI, 
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T. 


Targum  of  Jerusalem     ii.  229.  230. 

of  Jotmtltan ii.  229.  230. 

Taylor,  Bisliop,  of  herestj  ....   i.  50. 
Temptation,  not  of  God    ....   i.  153,  154. 
of  the  Devil    ....  i.  153,  154. 

-  ■  -  remedies  against  ..   i.  l63 — 167. 

Temptations  of  Eve    i.  1  bQ. 

of  Adam    i.  1 57. 

of  Ahrahajn  ....   i.  155. 

of  David    i.  153. 

of  Christ    . .. .  i.  157— 162. 

TertuUian i.  226.  ii.  37.  39-   112. 

180. 
Testament,Old  and  New, 

one  work i.  58. 

,  Old,  the  basis 

of  the  Nv.yf    i.  195. 

Theodoret    i.  63,  293.  ii.  87. 

Theodosius  the  Great i.  1 6. 

Theology,  its  scientific  improve' 

ment    i,  2l6. 

Theophilus  of  Jntioch    i.  226.  252. 

Theophylact    i.  283. 

Thomas,  St.  cotfession  of  faith  i.  242, 

Thoiuas  Heracliensis ii.  58. 

Thousandth  generation i.  121. 

Transgression  of  Adam,  tziof old  i.  147,  148. 

Travis,  Archdeacon    ii.  3.  151,  l65.  l67,  163, 

169,  170. 
Trees  of  Life  and  Knowledge      i.  147. 
Trent,  Comic'il  of i,  21. 
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Trinity    in    Unity,    or 

Triune   Deity, 
^  the  doctrine  of  the  Jews. .   ii.  228. 

of  Christ  ...   ii.  237. 

of  the  Apostles    ii.  332. 

primitive 

Fathers  ii.  340. 

— _ Pagans  . .  ii.  267. 

Indians  . .  ii.  267- 

Persians  .  ii.  271. 

. Magians     ii.  273. 

. , .  Egyptians  ii.  274. 

■  Grecians  .  ii.  270. 

. Orpheus   ...   ii.  277. 

Plato   ii.  277. 

■ ' —  Romans, . . ,  ii.  28 1 . 


V. 


Vakntinus i.  7- 

Valla,  Laureutius ii.  147. 

Valpy^s  edit.  Gr.  Test ii.  223. 

Vatable ii.  170. 

Vatican  MS.  B ii.  52.  106— lOQ.  1S7. 

Versions,  ancient ,  of  the  N.  T.    ii.  76. 

. ,  Latin,  Old  Italic    . .   ii.  50.  77. 

,   Eusebius  Ver^ 

cellensis ii.  50. 

. ,  Jerome,    Vul- 
gate   ii.  50. 

.                                Jive  recen- 
sions  of  it ii.  6. 

,  Syriac.    Peshito  Vul- 
gate   ii-  79. 
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leniom,  Syriae.  Philoxenian  ii.  81. 

■-,  Coptic.  Lower  Egypt  ii.  81. 

" fSahiiJic.  Upper Ei^ypt  ii.  81. 

• ,  A'llhiopic   ii.  8 1 . 

,  Jraliic    ii.  79. 

,  Persic ii.  80. 

,  Armenian    ii.  80. 

f  Bohemian ii.  59. 

,  JVic/i/ts ii.  1 77.  184. 

Fersion,  Unitarian i.  74 — 79.  9 1 .  254.  256. 

ii.  12.  244. 

■  WakefiehVs    ii.  307,  308. 

Vials  of  wrath     i.  ]  82. 

Vigilins  Tapsensis ii.  204. 

Vindication  of  tiie  standard  edi- 
tions of  the  Gr.  Test ii.  24. 

Virgil    i.  139.  141.  214.  ii.  122, 

192. 


U. 


Unitarian  Associations,  iit  Eng- 
land    i.  30. 

Scotland     i.  3 1 .  300. 

Ireland.,  i.  300 — 303. 

Unitarian  Creed   i.  70 — 74. 

,  its  fundamen- 
tal defect    i.  1 1 1 . 

,  \\s  fundamen- 
tal error ii.  31(j. 

-,  its  absuidities, 


inconsistencies,    and    contra- 
dictions      ii.  313 — 317, 

Unitarian  fund  .«..•.«  t  #•  •  i.  20^  3 1 . 
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Unitarians  proper j  or  modern 
SaheUiam i.  27—30. 

,  Deists  in   disguise     i.  305. 

Uiiitarianism,  SabeUian,  its  fun- 
damental articles  of  contro- 
versy/ with  Trinitarians  ....   i.  31. 

refuted    ii.  287— SI 7. 

Usher,  Archbishop,  Portrait  of 
the  modern  Church  of  Rome    i.  41. 


W. 


Wagstoffe,  Mr.  Thomas    ii.  8.  103.  108. 

Wukejidd   i.  93.  96.  243.  293, 294. 

ii.  ill.  122.  307. 

,   his   translation    of 

N.  T.  why   rejected   by   the 

Unitarian  editors    ii,  308. 

Watts,  Dr ii.  294,  295. 

Wetstein   ii.  3.  p.  14.  64.  72.  115. 

167.  297—209. 

Whitby    i.  294. 

Widiffe ii.  172.  177.  184. 

Widiffdes    i.  22. 

IVilliams,  Dr.  the  Unitarian  . .   i.  87. 

Wisdom  personijied i.  125.  ii.  275. 

Witsius i.  289. 

Woide    ii.  72. 

Wolzogenius   i.  240.  ii.  3 10,  3 11 . 

Worship,  religious,  its  ground  ii.  302. 

■. of  Jesus  Christ  ..   ii.  302—309. 

— of  the  Holy  Gijost   i.  109.  ii.  309. 
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X. 

Xenophon   i.  94. 

Ximenes ii.  G,  7> 


Y. 


Yewig,  the  poet i.  ] 45. 

Young,  librarian  to  Charles  I.     ii.  70. 


Z. 


Zohar,  book  of    ii.  228. 

Zoroaster    ii.  S71,  272- 

ZuinsHus    i.  22. 
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1.  Sonorum  doctrina  ralionalis  et  experimetitalisy  ex  Nevotoniy 
Optnitorunique  Pkysicorum  Scriptis,  methodo  elementarick 
congesta.  Cui  prcemittitur  Disquisitio  de  Aere  et  modifica' 
tionibus  Atmospkerce.     1778,  Dublin,  4to.  pp.  151. 

This  tract  was  chiefly  designed  to  explain  and  vindicate  Sir 
Isaac  Newto}i's  abstruse  TJieory  of  Sounds,  contained  in  bis  fun- 
damental propositions,  Prhwipia,  vol.  ii.  prop.  47,  48,  49,  and  to 
confirm  it  by  the  experiments  of  Durham,  Condamine,  &c. 

2.  De  motibus  planetarum  /?»  orhihus  excentricis  sectendum 
Theoriam  Neuitonianam  Dissertatio.  1782,  Dublin,  8vo. 
pp.  32. 

This  was  designed  to  explain  Newton's  fundamental  propo- 
sition, Principia,  lib.  i.  prop.  16,  and  its  corollaries;  and  to 
deduce  immediately  from  thence,  his  profound  Theory  of  the 
Revolutions  of  the  Planets  and  Comets,  in  Elliptical  Orbits. 

3.  Analysis  JEquatiomim.     1784,  Dublin,  4to.  pp.  248. 

Designed  as  a  Comment  on  Newton's  concise  and  difficult 
Arithnetica  Universalis ;  including  the  principal  improvements 
made  in  Algebra,  since,  by  De  Moivre,  Simpson,  Suunderson, 
Hutton,  Waring,  Lando7i,  Clairaut,  Euler,  D'Alemhert,  Bertrand, 
Lt>.  Grange,  &c. 
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4.  Observations  on  the  i^olitical  Injluence  of  the  Doctrine  of 
the  Pope's  Sttpremacj/.  Dublia  and  London,  part  i.  1787  ; 
part  ii.  1788,  8vo. 

Tlicse  pamplilcts  were  occasioned  by  tlie  controversy  in 
Ireland,  between  Bishop  IVoodward  and  Doctor  Butler,  titular 
Archbishop  of  Cashel,  Mr.  O'Lcari/,  See. 

5.  The  Rights  of  Citizens.     Dublin,  1793,  8vo. 

6.  The  Scripture  Doctrine  of  Political  Government  and  Poli^ 
iical  Liberty.     Dublin,  179-I,  Svo. 

These  were  (designed  to  answer  Fame's  Uights  of  Man,  the 
popular  clamour  for  speedi/  and  radical  refurm  of  Parliametit,  and 
the  revolutionary  doctrines. 

7.  Observations  on  the  present  State  of  the  Parochial  Clcrrry 
if  the  Church  of  Ireland.  Dublin,  1794',  8vo. — Reprinted 
in  London,  by  Baron  Maseres,  along  with  his  Moderate 

Peformer. 

In  this  pamphlet,  tlie  profound  political  wisdom  of  tlie  insti- 
tution of  Tythes  is  vindicated,  as  a  provision  for  the  Clcrgjy,  rising 
or  falling  with  the  times,  rendering;-  them  dependant  on  tlic  Laity, 
and  excluding  tliem  from  political  power;  and  the  inadequacy 
and  ruinous  consequences  exposed,  of  tlic  crude  and  abortive 
schemes  of  Comynulution  for  Tythe  lillhcrto  devised  or  suggested. 

8.  Irish  Pursuits  of  Literature,  in  1798  and  1799.  Dublin, 
8vo.  Containing  Translations  of  the  classical  Greek  and 
Latin  mottos  and  citations  in  tliat  celebrated  Satire,  the 
flnglish  Pursuits  of  Literature;  and  reflexions  on  the 
political  state  of  Ireland,  during  the  former  Rebellion  of 
1798. 

9.  7'he  Inspector.  London,  1799,  S\o.  Chiefly  designed 
to  expose  the  leading  errors  of  French  Philosophism,  and 
of  the  Socinian  and  Unitarian  Schools, 
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10.  An  Answer  to  Dr.  Stakes'  Essay  on  the  Nature  and 
Import  of  Subscription  to  the  Thirty- nine  Articles,  in  Ire- 
land.     Dublin,  1800,  8vo. 

Doctor  S.  endeavoured  to  shew  a  distinctness  in  the  consti- 
tutions of  the  Established  Churches  of  England  and  Ireland ; 
that  "  the  Irish  Clergy  received  the  Thirt3-nine  Articles  merely 
as  Articles  of  Peace,  not  like  the  English  as  Articles  of  Faith  or 
Opinion."  But  this  is  proved  to  be  unfounded,  from  tlie  Irish 
Canons  "  for  establishing  the  Agreemeiit  of  the  Church  of  England 
and  Ireland  in  the  profession  of  the  same  Faith,"  and  for  "  avoid- 
ing diversities  of  opinions"  &c.  and,  2.  From  the  intention  of  tiio 
framers,  Lord  Strafford,  &c.  which  was  evidently  to  unite  the  two 
Churches. 

11.  AnftJj/sis  Flnxionum,  with  Corrigenda  and  Addenda, 
London,  1800,  4to. 

This  was  designed  to  explain  Newton's  concise  and  abstruse 
Theory  of  Fluxions,  as  stated  in  its  original  form,  Principia, 
lib.  ii.  sect.  ii.  lemma  2,  and  its  six  cases ;  and  to  vindicate  his 
title  to  the  invention  of  Fluxions,  from  the  misrepresentations  of 
La  Grange  and  the  Monthly  Review ;  and  in  the  Appendix,  to 
vnidicate  his  Theory  of  ^therial  Vibrations  from  the  charge  of 
Materialism,  brouglit  against  it  by  Professor  Robison  of  Edin- 
burgh. 

This  tract  was  printed  by  Baron  3Iaseres,  and  inserted  also 
in  the  fifth  volume  of  his  Scriptores  Logarithniici,  p.  87 — 204; 
with  the  Corrigenda,  &c.  p.  119 — 8c9. 

12.  National  Judgments.  Dublin,  1803,  Svo.  The  substance 
of  a  Fast  Sermon,  on  Isa.  Ix.  12,  preached  at  KillesandrUy 
Oct,  19,  after  the  latter  Rebellion  of  1803. 

13.  Methodism  Inspected,  Dublin,  8vo.  Part  T.  1803; 
Part  II.  1805. 

Part  I.  was  designed  to  correct  the  irregularities  of  the  Wes- 
Ician  Methodist  Missionaries,  who  preached  on  horseback,  with 
black  caps,  in  fairs  and  markets ;  circulated  printed  libels  against 
Jhe  Clergy  of  every  denomination ;  and,  though  laymen,  admi- 
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Mistered  the  ordinances  ;  and  to  expose  their  fanciful  and  dange- 
rous doctrines  of  immediate  conversion,  sinless  perfection,  &c. 

Part  II. — To  answer  Mr.  Joseph  Benson's  Inspector  of  Metho- 
dism itisjjected,  and  Christian  Observer  observed,  in  which  he  at- 
tempted to  vindicate  the  Missionaries,  &,c. 

14!.  A  Series  of  Essays  on  Sacred  Criticism^  in  twenty-one 
numbers,  published  in  the  Orthodox  ChurchmarCs  Maga- 
zine, from  February,  1803,  to  December,  1804-,  under 
the  signature  of  Inspector. 

15.  Ten  Letters  to  Dr.  Troy,  titular  Arcbishop  of  Dublin, 
in  consequence  of  his  Pastoral  Letter,  on  the  breaking 
out  of  the  Rebellion  of  1803,  published  in  the  Antijacohin 

Revietv,  from  July  1807,  to  the  end  of  that  year . 

A  second  edition  of  those  Letters,  Bvo.  has  been  published 
( 1 8 1 3  )  by  Stockdale,  Pall  Mall 

16.  Dissertations  on  the  Prophecies  expressing  the  Divine  and 
Human  Character  qfovB.  Lord  Jesus  Christ.  London, 
1808,  Svo.  Rivingtons. 

17.  A  Netv  Analysis  of  Chronology.  London,  3  vols.  4to. 
Rivingtons;  vol.  i.  1809;  vol.  ii.  ISll  ;  vol.  iii.  1814<. 

The  first  Vohime  contains  an  Explanation  of  the  New  System 
of  Chronology,  introduced  therein;  to  wliich  are  added,  1.  The 
Elements  of  Technical  Chronologi/,  and  2.  The  Elements  of  Sa- 
cred Geography,  illustrated  with  Six  Copper-plates. 

The  second  Volume,  consisting  of  two  Books,  each  larger 
than  the  first  Volume,  contains  a  Chronological  Histoiy  of  the 
Old  Testament,  Apocrypha,  and  New  Testament,  and  of  the  whole 
range  of  Prophecy ;  immediately  translated  from  the  Original 
Scriptures. 

The  third  Volume  contains  a  Chronological  History  of  the 
Assyrians,  Babylonians,  MedeSy  Persians,  Lydians,  Egyptians,  &c. 
adjusted  to  Sacred  Chronology  throughout ;  and  also  a  copious 
and  general  Index  to  the  whole  Work. 

N.  B.  A  few  Copies  of  this  valuable  Work  remain  to  be  dis-^ 
posed  of  at  tJie  subscription  Price  of  Six  Guineas. 
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18.  ^  Synnpsis  of  the  Signs  of  the  Times,  humbly  attempted 
to  be  traced  from  the  Chronological  Prophecies^  chiefly 
drawn  from  the  Ne<uo  Analysis^  with  improvements.  8vo. 
1817,  DubHn,  Grierson;  London,  Rivingtons. 

19.  Faith  in  the  Holy  Trinity,  the  Doctrine  of  the  Gospel, 
and  Sabellian  IJnitarianism  shewn  to  be  the  God-denying 
Apostacy,     2  vols.  8vo.  1818,  Rivingtons. 

20.  In  the  Press,  and  speedily  to  be  published,  An  Essay  on 
the  Origin  of  the  primitive  British  and  Irish  Churches  s 
and  their  Independence  on  the  Church  of  Rome.    8vo- 
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